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ADVERTISEMENT. 


Tus Essay, slightly modified subsequently, was submitted 
in competition for a prize of £300, offered by a member of 
the Bengal Civil Service. The prize was divided, and a 
moiety was adjudged to this Emay, tho judges being gentle- 
men appointed by the Archbishop of Canterbury and the 
Bishops of London and Oxford. In the terms of the pros- 
pectus, the prize was offered “for the best statement and 
refutation, in English, of the fundamental errors (opposed 
to Christian Theism) of the’ Vedanta, Nysya, and Sankhya 
Philosophies, as set forth in the standard native authorities, 
in the Sanskrit language, treating of those systems; together 
with a demonstration (supported by such arguments, and con- 
veyed in such a form and manner as may be most likely 
to prove convincing to learned Hindiis imbued with those 
errors), of the following fundamental principles of Christian 
Theism, viz. :-— 

“ First—Of the real, and not merely apparent or illusory, 
distinctness of God from all other spirits, and from matter ; 
and of the creation (in the proper sense) of all other spirits, 
and of matter, by God, in opposition to the Vedanta. 

a 
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* Second.—Of the non-eternity of separate souls, and their 
creation by God, in opposition to the Nyfiya and Sinkbya. 

“ Third.—Of the creation of matter, in opposition to the 
«tenet of its eternity in the shape of atoms (as maintained in 
the Nyaya and Vaiseshika Schools), or in the shape of Prakriti 
(as maintained by the Sankhys). 

“ Fourth—Of the moral character and moral government 
of God; and of the reality and perpetaity of the difference 
between moral good and evil with reference to such dogmas 
of the above systems as are opposed to these doctrines.” 


PREFACE. 


Tus Essay, in its present shape, is but an imper- 
fect sketch of what the writer would wish to offer aa 
a help to the missionary among the learned Hindiis. 
Many topics, which might advantageously receive full 
treatment, are here scarcely more than indicated. With 
life and health, the writer will continuously prosecute 
his task towards its completion. 

The five books “On Christianity as contrasted with 
Hindi Philosophy,” which form the kernel of the fol- 
lowing Essay, are given also in Sanskrit, with the 
omission of such incidental discussions aa have reference 
exclusively to the missionary, and not to those whom 
the missionary hes to teach. 

There are some Sanskrit works, yet untranslated, 
which the writer must study before deciding upon his 
theological terminology for India. Among these works 
is the Aphorisms of Sandilya, Sandilya rejects the 
Hindi (gnostic) theory that knowledge is the one thing 
needful, and contends that knowledge is only the hand- 
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ninid of faith. Hence, however defective his views 
may be in other respects, his work seems. to promise 
phraseology of which a Christian missionary may ad- 
vantageously avail himself, This remark might form 
the text for an extended dissertation on the Chris- 
tian’s right to the theological language and the theo- 
logical conceptions of his opponents. 

If the present work were completed to.the writer's 
mind, he would next desire to be enabled to devote 
himself to the translation and commentation of the 
Bible in Sanskrit; taking book by book, not perhaps 
in the order of the canon—for the completion of such 
a work as is here intended is not to be looked for 
in a lifetime—but in the order in which it might 
seem most advisable to solicit the attention of inquirers, 
from whom it would scarcely be advisable to with- 
hold the New Testament till they should have threaded 
all the historical details of the Old. An occasional 
watchword of Protestants, and a good one in its proper 
place, is “‘ The Bible without note or comment.” This 
is right, when the design is to exclude such notes 
and comments as those of the Douay version, and to 
make appeal, to the unbiassed judgment of Europeans, 
as to the Romish and the reformed interpretations of 
Soripture language. But when, as in the case of the 
Hindi inquirer, the question is not, which (of two or 
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more) is the meaning, but simply what is the mean- 
ing,—notes and commenta become the helps or the 
substitutes of a living teacher. Dnglish clergymen have 
commentaries to refer to, and if we may ever look 
forward to an efficient native Christian clergy, these 
native clergymen also ought to be similarly supplied. 
In speaking of a translation of the Bible in Sans- 
krit as a desideratum, the writer is very far indeed 
from ignoring the Sanskrit version of the Baptist mis- 
sionaries; but his own investigations have shown him 
that this version—valuable as, in many respects, it is 
—was made at a time when Sanskrit Uerature had 
not been sufficiently examined to make @ correct ver- 
sion possible. The mere mastery of the Grammar and 
the Dictionary does not give one the command of a 
language. As well might it be expected that the 
study of a mineralogical cabinet should make a geolo- 
gist. Words, as well as rocks, to be rightly compre- 
hended, must be studied in sifu. A single example 
of our meaning will suffice, and we need go no further 
for it than the first verse of the first chapter of the 
Book of Genesis in the Sanskrit version of the Bap- 
tist missionaries. The Hindi is there told that, in 
the beginning, God. created akééa' and prithivi? Now 
in the dictionary, akaéa will, no doubt, be found oppo- 
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site the word “heaven,” and prithivi opposite the word 
“garth ;” bat if the books of the Nyaya philosophy 
be looked into, it will be found that akdéa is to be 
regarded as one of the five elements (the five hypo- 
thetical substrata of the five diverse qualities cognised 
by the five severally), and that prithivi is another 
of the five. Consequently, when the next verse pro- 
ceeds to speak of the waters—a third one among the 
fiye—the learned Hindi reader is staggered by tho 
doubt whether it is to be understood that the waters 
were uncreated, or whether the sacred penman had 
made an oversight. A Pandit once propounded this 
dilemma, in great triumph, to myself; and he was 
much surprised at finding that the perplexity could 
be cleared up. But it is obvious what powers of mis- 
chief we may place in the hands of unscrupulous oppo- 
nenta, by leaving our versions of Scripture thus need- 
lessly open to cavil. 


INTRODUCTION. 


I cannor better prepare the reader to apprehend the 
design of this work than by submitting for his considera- 
tion the following remarks of the Rev. John Penrose, in 
his Bampton Lecture of the year 1808 :— 

“There is nothing which demands not only Intetenet in 
so much delicacy and address, but also so just Egor 
and liberal a knowledge of human nature, as cod 
interference in matters of religion. It is manifest, how- 
ever, from past history, and I know not that the 
experience of present times tends in any degree to 
invalidate the observation, that those persous who devote 
themselves to the missionary office, though often men of 
the most heroic disinterestedness, and sometimes of an 
acute and active genius, yet are rarely possessed of an 
enlarged and comprehensive intellect, In the immediate 
object which they are desirous of attaining—an , Tos impor, 
object, indeed, of the highest worth and great- 
ness—they eppear somewhat too exclusively 
to concentrate ell the faculties of their minds; and, from 
want of an extended contemplation of human nature, to 
mistake the means by which that very shal may be best 
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attained. Eager to multiply conversions, they seem 
naturally to fall into those imprudences which attend an 
unenlightened, spirit of proselytism. In some cases 
[eg., that of the Jesuits], as we have seen, they accom- 
modate Christianity to the idolatries of those to whom 
they preach. In others, they forget that the same causes 
oo iiestes which make religion necessary to mankind, 
Seta?“ attach men to the religion in which they have 
been bred, and that every rude attack serves only to 
bind them to it more closely. These errors seem not to 
imply any particular imputation of blame to individual 
missionaries, but naturally to result from the constitu- 
tional imperfection of mankind. Throughout India, and 
other unconverted countries, they probably will extend 
all teachers of Christianity, whether of native or 
Furepean extraction. We rarely can find aoonracy of 
judgment united with thet warmth of character which 
is necessary to induce men to undertake the diffloult and 
dangerous office of promulgating Christianity to idolaters; 
however useful they may esteem that office tobe, how- 
ever sublime. Those varied studies which discipline and 
correct the mind lessen the intensity of its application to 
any one pursuit. To improve reason has a tendency to 
diminish zeal. I speak only of what usually is the tend- 
ency of such improvement, without examining whether 
it is capeble of being, or ought to be, counteracted. 
pa “Should these observations be admitted, 
izosere they probably may lead us to infer that it is 
so much to the exertions of missionaries 
that we must look for the future propagation. 
of Christianity, as to the general dissemination of know- 
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ledge. The indiscretions which it can scarcely, perhaps, 
be hoped that missionaries will be able to avoid, im- 
pede the end which they propose; but when those per- 
sons to whom our religion is offered shall be enabled to 
determine for themselves, concerning its records and 
evidences, they will learn to admit its truth on rational 
principles. When they shall add to the possession of 
our Scriptures, the sagacity to understand their mean- 
ing, and the judgment to appreciate their value, they 
will believe the doctrines which are taught in them. 
This belief, we may expect, will naturally paintiawe 
descend from the more intelligent to the oom- Seis" 
paratively ignorant, Sound learning and just argument 
will triumph over fanaticism or error; will first con- 
vinoe the reason of the wise, and, by this means, 

in due time, overcome the prejudices of the vulgar; 
and thus Christianity will eventually be established by 
@ progress contrary, indeed, to that which it experienced 
at its origin, but probably not less aptly suited to the 
altered circumstances of mankind. 

“Tf this, in truth, be likely to be the case, Bow u is 
so extraordinary a revolution in the manner of Gtoyy" 
propagating our religion deserves serious con- peguedetler 
sideration. It is an historical fact, entirely Zita. Shei 
independent of the miraculous means by which it is said 
to have been effected, that Christianity was introduced 
into the world by low and uneducated men, and that 
men of rank and learning were efterwards, by degrees, 
converted to it. This fact appears, manifestly, to be an 
inversion in the ordinary progress of opinions, which 
‘are usually communicated from the wise to the ignorant, 
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instead of being adopted from the ignorant by the wise. 
It accordingly has been considered by Christians as an 
important argument for the belief of a Divine interfer- 
enoe iti the original establishment of the Church. And 
tridece « if it appears that things have now reverted to 
Site rae their natural order, even in the advancement 
Sscam of that very religion, in the foundation of 
fe maeget which this order was interrupted; if it is to 
Promestin abilities and learning that we must now look 
for the extension and support of a religion which was 
first propagated by a few unlettered Ashermen of Galilee ; 
we have the stronger reason to admire the peculiarity 
of its origin, and to conclude that none but God could 
ever have enabled ‘the foolish things of the world to 
confound the wise, and the weak things of the world to 
confound the things which are mighty.’ ” 
adwvsiral In another place Mr. Penrose says:—~ 
ant Onee, at least, in the course of his ministry, 
St. Paul addressed himself to a learned, to an Athenian 
tribunal. He wisely adapted to local circumstances the 
mode in which he declared the existence of the Supreme. 
He alluded to a received theology: he quoted a philo- 
sophical poet.” 

I borrow these passages from Mr. Penrose instead 
of attempting to convey the same sentiments in my own 
words, the more readily, because the testimony thus 
borne to the importance of certain branches of learning, 
as. subservient to the spread of Christianity, is not se 
liable as my own testimony, in respect of Hindii philo- 
sophy, might perhaps seem, to the suspicion of a bias 
reoeived from a favourite pursuit. It is not on the 
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ground of ita intrinsic value (though I may _sesesty 
have my own private opinion of its value), mer Ben ie ee 
that I recommend the Hindi philosophy to“ “* 
the missionary among the Hindés, as a thing to be 
mastered, not merely to be dipped into. It is in order 
that he may be under no temptation splenetically to 
turn his back upon the learned of the land, and to act 
as if only the uneducated had souls to be saved. I 
should wish that when the Missionary has occasion, to 
address the learned of India, he should, like St. Paul, 
be able “wisely to adapt to local circumstances” the 
mode in which he declares his message. I should wish 
that here his “allusions to a received theology” should 
be such as tend to facilitate apprehension rather than’ 
such as are calculated to offend prejudice without alter- 
ing conviction. I should wish his quotations from the 
philosophers to be more frequently, like St. Paul’s, the 
winning advances of conciliation. 

Tf the reader should glance at random over any 
part of the following work, it may perhaps seem to 
him that my practice differs from my precepts; for, 
instead of showing always how to conciliate, I have 
done my best to expose the errors of Hindiiism, and, 
moreover, I have dealt with these in the dry dispas- 
sionate manner of a writer on Pathology. Let us 
attend first to the latter branch of this remark, The 
feclingless character appropriate to a patho- , TH mbies, 
logical treatise is not proposed as model Bane 
to the physician in his practice; and just Bet 
as little is it intended that the soul-slaying Hittin 
errors, here treated barely as if matters of scientific 
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examination, are to be regarded by the missionary in 
the calm spirit of speculation when he comes to deal 
with practical cases. In the fashioning and the tem- 
pering of a sword-blade, military ardour is not called 
for; nor even when we are studying the way to wield 
the weapon. But as nobody would suppose that we 
undervalued military ardour in the field of battle, be- 
cause we employed caution and calmness in the pre- 
vious tempering and exercising of our weapon, 80 
nobody who reflects will probably fail to see that the 
consistent exclusion of passionate declamation through- 
out the following work implies no disparagement of 
passionate declamation in its proper place. Then, again, 
Pa as to my having applied myself to the ex- 
cm concise, posing the errors of Hinditism, while at the 
wiih wet same time I urge the missionary more par- 
Sonata ticularly to cast about for points of agres- 
ment, with a view to conciliation, there is here no 
real inconsistency; because he that best understands 
both the errors of his opponent and the means of 
refuting them, is the man who can most safely ven- 
ture on making advances in the way of conciliation. 
I would heve the missionary know well the errors of 
Hinditism, and also the means of their refutation, and 
yet I would have him reserve this knowledge till it 
is unmistakeably called for; lest, by provoking a con- 
Bytes test on ground whera he flatters himself he 
Wiwatied” is gertain of a victory, he should only neod- 
lessly awaken prejudices which had better, where pos- 
sible, be left sleeping till they die. 

There appears to be a growing conviction—in our 
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opinion a right one—that the confutation of eae 
Hindiism is not the first step, nor even the ie “ol te 
necessary preliminary, to the Christianization 

of India. This impression is akin to that under which 
Lord Bacon wrote the 35th aphorism of his Novum 
Organum, where, through a historical allusion to the 
expedition of Charles the Eighth into Italy, he ex- 
plains how he seeks not contention, but a friendly 
hearing. “ Borgia said, regarding the expe- ohn aemle 
dition of the French into Italy, that they toe olloweds 
came with chalk in their hands, that they might mark 
the inns, not with arms to break through. Such, in 
like manner, is our plan, that our doctrine may enter 
into fit and capacious minds; for there is no use of 
confutations when we differ about principles and notions 
themselves, and even about the forms of proof.” But 
some of those who entertain this just impression, are 
apt to draw a wrong conclusion by coupling it with 
another premiss, which is by no means equally j just. 
Bacon, as his readers ‘are aware, did not ignore sone ahs 
the opinions of those who differed from him. Pra” 
He was thoroughly versed in the opinions of those 
others; and this, while it enabled him, in pursuance 
of the conciliatory line of operations here adverted to, 
to avoid contention where contention would have been 
unprofitable, enabled him also to appropriate to the 
service “of sound philosophy all the recognised truth 
which was not the less truth for having been embedded 
among the errors of an imperfect philosophy. The 
fact of Hindiiism’s not calling for confutation, dees 
not imply that it may be safely neglected. Though 
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not called upon to volunteer the confutation of Hindii 
errors, the missionary will do well to prepare himself 
to accomplish that task effectively when occasion im- 
poses ‘it upon him. The following work aspires to 
aid him in this preparation. 

As invited by the suggester of this essay, we aim 
at refuting “the fundamental errors (opposed to Chris- 
tian theism) of the Vedanta, Nyfya, and Sankhya 
philosophies, as set forth in the standard native autho- 
rities in the Sanskrit language,” etc. Let us com- 
mence with a general view of these Hindi systems 
of philosophy. 


A GENERAL VIEW OF THE HINDU SYSTEMS 
OF PHILOSOPHY. 


Tae Hindiis have six systems of philo- mm ... 
sophy, named the Nydya, Vatteshika, Sankhya, Sot. 
Yoga, Vedanta, and Mimansa.. The Vatéeshika being 
in some sort supplementary to the Nydya, the two 
are familiarly spoken of as one collective system, under 
the name of the Nydya; and as the case is somewhat 
similar with the two other pairs, it is customary to 
speak of Hindi philosophy as being divisible into the 
Nyaya, the Sankhya, and the Vedanta, 

These three systems, if we follow the com-  Fundsmenty 
mentators, differ more in eppearance than in iro rest 
reality ; and hence they are, each in its degree, viewed 
with a certain amount of favour by orthodox Hindiis. 
The partisans of one system may and do impugn the 
dogmas of another; but, although every one in such 
a contest nerves his arm to the uttermost, and fights 
as if his character were staked upon the issue, yet 
the lances are lances of courtesy, and the blows are 
loving ones. It is a very different affhir when the 
denier of the Vedas is dealt with. With the Buddhist, 
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for example—though his notion of the chief end of 
man differs in no respect from that of the others—~ 
the battle is @ Poutrance. The common bond of the 
others is their implicit acceptance of the Vedas, which 
they explain differently. According to the epigrammatio 
remark, that theological dislikes are inversely as the 
amount of disagreement, some might expect that these 
dissentient accepters of the Veda should be more bitter 
against one another than against the common enemy. 
But epigrams are not always to be trusted. As Domi- 
nican and Franciscan are brothers in asserting the in- 
fallibility of Rome; so are the Nydya, the Sankhya, 
and the Vedanta, in asserting the infallibility of the 
Veda against the Buddhist. 

Howteyaiter, Assuming, each of them implicitly, the 
truth of the Vedas, and proceeding to give, on that 
foundation, a comprehensive view of the totality of 
things, the three systems differ in their point of view. 
To illustrate this, suppose that three men in succession: 
take up a cylindrical ruler: the one, viewing it with 
its end towards his eye, sees a circle; the second, 
viewing it upright before his eye, sees a parallelo- 
gram; the third, viewing it in a direction slanting 
away in front of his eye, sees a frustum of a cone, 
These three views are different, but nowise irrecon- 
cileable. So far are they from being irreconcileable, 
that it might be argued that aff of them must be 
accepted in succession, before any adequate concep- 
tion of the form of the ruler can be arrived at. Now, 
in somewhat such a way the three Hindi systems 
differ mainly in their severally regarding the universe 
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from different points of view,—viz., a8 it stands in 
relation severally to sensation, emotion, and intellection. 

The Naiyayika, founding on the fact that a. sa. 
wwe have various sensations, enquires what and “*7* 
how many are the channels through which such varied 
knowledge flows in. Finding that there are five very 
different channels, he imagines five different externals 
adapted to these. Hence his theory of the five elements, 
the aggregate of what the Nydya regards as the causes 
of affliction. 

The Sankhya, struck with the fact that we ,2y Sure 
have emotions,—with an eye to the question whence our 
impressions come,—enquires their qualify. Are they 
pleasing, displeasing, or indifferent? These three quali- 
ties constitute, for him, the external ; and to their aggre- 
gate he gives the name of Nature. With the Natydyita 
he agrees in wishing that he were well rid of all three ;: 
holding that things pleasing, and things indifferent, aro 
not less incompatible with man’s chief end than things 
positively displeasing. 

Thus while the Nydya allows to the ex- Brest dating. 
ternal a substantial existence, the Sénkiya yet 
admits its existence only as an aggregate of ““*?** 
qualities ; while both allow that it really (eternally and 
necessarily) exists. 

The Vedantin, rising above the question as Zu Yes 
to what is pleasing, displeasing, or indifferent, asks 
simply, what i, and what is not. The categories aro 
here reduced to two—the Real and the Unreal. The 
categories of the Nyaya and the Sankhys were merely 
scaffolding for reaching this pinnacle of philosophy. The 
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implied foundation was everywhere the same,—viz., the 
Veda ; and this, therefore, we shall find is the field‘on 
which the battle with Hindi philosophy must ultimately 
be fought. 

ive The Nyaya, it may be gathered from what 
Titomem. has heen said, is convenientlyintroductory to the 
Sankhya, and the Sankhya to the Vedanta. Accordingly 
in Hindi schools, where all three are taught, it is in 
this order that the learner, who learns all three, takes 
them up. The Nyaya is the exoteric doctrine, the 
Sankhya a step nearer what is held as the truth, and the 
Vedanta the esoteric doctrine, or the naked truth. 
moet This view of the matter suggests the distri- 
preatwox bution of the following work. A separate 
account of each of the three systems is first given; and 
then a summary of Christian doctrine is propounded, in 
the shape of aphorisms, after the fashion of the Hindi 
philosophers, with a commentary, on each aphorism, com- 
bating whatever in any of the three Hindi systems is 
opposed to the reception of the Christian doctrine 
therein propounded. A systematic exposition of the 
dogmas of Christianity seems to furnish tho likeliest 
means of inviting the discussion of the essential points 
of difference,—any points of difference in philosophy 
that do not emerge in the course of such an exposition 
being, we may reasonably assume, comparatively unim- 
portant to the Christian argument. 
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SUMMARY OF THE NYAYA PHILOSOPHY. 


The Nydya, as already remarked, offers the | amen ay. 
sensational aspect of Hindi philosophy. In 77+ erm. 
saying this, it is not meant that the Nydya confines 
itself to sensation, excluding emotion and intellection ; 
nor, that the other two systems ignore the fact of sen- 
sation; but that the arrangement of this system of 
philosophy hes a more pointed regard to the fact of the 
five senses than either of the others has, and treats the 
external more frankly as a solid reality. 

The word Nyaya means “ propriety or fit- ,,Memins of 
ness.” The system undertakes to declare the proper 
method of srriving at that knowledge of the truth, the 
fruit of which, it promises, is the chief end of man. 
The name is also used, in a more limited application, 
to denominate the proper method of setting forth an 
argument. This has led to the practice of calling the 
Nyiya the “Hindi Logic,”—a name which suggests 
& very inadequate conception of the scope of the 
system. 

The Nyaya system was delivered by Gav~ ,.278,..%7* 
tama in a set of aphorisms so very concise that they 
toust from the first have been accompanied by a com- 
mentary, oral or written. The aphorisms of the several 
Hindi systems, in fact, appear designed not so much 
to communteate the doctrine of the particular schools as 
to aid, by the briefest possible suggestions, the memory 
of him to whom the doctrine shall have been already 
communicated. To this end they are in general admi- 
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rably adapted. The sixty aphorisms, for example, which 
constitute the first of Gautama’s Five Lectures, present 
a methodical summary of the whole system; while the 
first aphoriam, again, of the sixty, presents a summary 
ahem a of these sixty. The first aphorism is as fol- 
lows:—“ From knowledge of the truth in 
regard to evidence, the ascertainable, doubt, motive, 
example, dogma, confutation, ascertainment, disquisi- 
tion, controversy, cavil, fallacy, perversion, futility, 
and occasion for rebuke, there is the attainment of 
the summum bonum,”' 
cbepttndotte In the next aphorism it is declared how 
hedge, Knowledge operates mediately in producing 
this result. ‘Pain, birth, activity, fault, false notions, 
since on the successive departure of these in turn 
there is the departure of the antecedent one, there is 
Beatitude.”* That is to say,—when knowledge of the 
truth is attained to, false notions depart; on their 
departure, the fault of concerning one’s-self about any 
external object ceases; thereupon the enlightened sage 
ceases to act; then, there being no actions that call for 
either reward or punishment, there is no occasion, after 
his death, for his being born egain to receive reward, or 
punishment ; then, not being born again, so as to be 
liable to pain, there is no room for pain;—and the 
absence of pain is the Nydya conception of the swmmum 
bonum. 
» space aera arerer errant fara rere ire ere Tere 
We Carrara fahren Terre Rearend 
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Well, have we tnstruments adapted to the acquisition 
of a knowledge of the trath? He tells us:— oot Eaane 
“ Proofs [2.2., instruments of right knowledge], 
are the senses, the recognition of signs, the recognition 
of likeness, and speech [or testimony].”! As the present 
work is concerned with those errors only which are 
opposed to Christian Theism, it would be irrelevant here 
to discuss, at any length, the question whether the 
Nyaya is justified in asserting, or the other systems 
in denying, that the determining of something by “the 
recognition of a likeness,” is specifically different from 
the determining of something by the recognition of a 
sign; but it may be worth while to explain the nature 
of the dispute, because it suggests a caution which is 
practically important. Let the example be the stock one 
of the Nydya books. ‘Some one unacquainted with the 
meaning of the term Bos Gavaeus is told by a forester 
that the Bos Gavaeus is an animal like a cow. Going 
thereafter to the forest, and remembering the purport of 
what he has been told, he sees an animal like a cow. 
Thereupon arises the ‘cognition from likeness’ that this 
is what is meant by the term Bos Gavaeus.”* Now it 
has been asked, what is there here different from the 
recognition of a sign? What is here recognised, is the 
likeness to 2 cow, and this is the sign by means of which 
we infer that the animal is the Bos Gavaeus. The Natya- 
yika replies, that there is the following difference. In the’ 
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case of knowledge arrived at by means of a sign, we 
must, he contends, have inductively ascertained that 
60 and so is a sign; and in the present instance there 
has been no induction. So much for this disputed 

Awantinto Point; and we advert to it in order to caution 
Denier’ the missionary not to attribute too great im- 
portance to this and similar real or seeming discrepancies 
between the several systems, when he meets with any 
such mutually conflicting views. The dispute is fre- 
quently verbal only, as in the present instance, where 
the dispute turns on the question whether an indicated 
* likeness” is or is not entitled to be called by the name 
of sign. And even where the difference is real, the 
Hindiis have long ago reconciled all the discrepancies to 
their own entire satisfaction, so that he who warmly in- 
sists upon the existence of the discrepancy gains credit 
only for being ignorant of the recognised means of har- 
monious reconcilement. He is regarded very much as the 
confident supporter of some stale sceptical objection to 
Christianity is regarded in a company of orthodox Chris- 
tians. Whether the founders of the Hindii systems 
attributed no more.importance to their mutual discre- 
pancies. than is attributed to them by their modern 
followers, may be open te question; but the practical 
caution here suggested is not the less worthy of atten- 
tion. Opportunities, no doubt, may occur, where the 
discrepancies between the several systems may be urged 
with effect; and here the missionary must use his dis- 
eretion, always bearing in mind the general caution not 
to lay too much stress on what will in most cases prac- 
tically go for nothing as an argument. 
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To return to Gautama: if we have instruments for 
the obtaining of right knowledge, what are the objects 
in regard to which we have to obtain right knowledge 
by means of the appropriate instruments? These he 
enumerates as follows:— ‘Soul, body, sense, opjests r- 
sense-object, knowledge, the mind, activity, S:mb,"tre 
fault, transmigration, fruit, pain, and beati- 
tude,—are that regarding which we are to have right 
lmowledge.”+ Here it is to be carefully observed that 
the soul (déman) is spoken of as an entirely different 
entity from the mind (manas). The neglect of this 
distinction may bring a debate with a Hindi into inex- 
tricable confusion. The English reader who is accus- 
tomed to hear the words soul and mind (anima and mens 
—vuxn and ¢pqv) employed interchangeably, must not 
carry this lexness of phraseology into any Indian dialect, 
if he desires to be understood, and if he desires to avoid 
such misconceptions as that of Ritter, who makes the 
Naiyayika cali the soul an atom, whereas the Natyayika 
calls the soul al/-pervading, and the mind an atom,’—or 
that of Cousin, who makes. out the Sdnkhya to be a 
materialist, as if he derived soul from Nature, whereas 
the Sdnkhya only derives the soul’s organs—external 
and internal—from something other than soul.’ In the 


2 Of the Boul it is doclared—(eee our version of the Terka-sengraha, §$ 20, 21)— 
‘that it is “different in cach body—all-pervading and ternal” 

5 while of the Mind it in declared that “it is in the form of an 
atom, und sternal” —TCATY EM FHM W Ritter (at p. 376, vol. iv. of his 
History of Ancient Philosophy, 08 rondered by Mr. Morrison,) assumes that it is a 
“principle of the Nydys, that the soul is an ator.” 

4M. Cousin (Cours de P-Hist. de te Philosophie, vol. ii., p. 126), epesking of the 
“principles” of the Saukdye, says correctly, “Il y en vingt-cing.” These he 
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Hindii systems, the soul is the se/f, and the mind is the 
organ or faculty, which, standing between the self and 
the deliverances of sense, prevents those deliverances 
from crowding in pell-mell; just as a minister stands 
between the monarch and the thousand simultaneous 
claims upon his attention, and hands up for his con- 
sideration one thing at a time. We offer here no 
opinion on this theory of the Hindiis; we only put the 
reader on his guard in respect of an established phrase- 
ology, the misconception of which has so egregiously 
misled Ritter and Cousin. What Gautama under 
so stands by soul, he tells us as follows: — 
“Desire, aversion, volition, pleasure, pain, and know- 
ledge, are that whereby we recognise soul (déman).? 
unc. Of the mind he speaks as follows:—‘ The 
sign [whereby we infer the existence] of the mind 
(manas) is the not arising of cognitions [in the soul] 
simultaneously.”* Grant that our cognitions are con- 
secutive and not simultaneous. To account for this, 
enumerates in # note, giving, as the Sathya philosophers do, “T'intelligence, 
Youddhi,” as the sooond in the list; “‘manaa, mens,” as the eleventh; and soul, 
“Time,” as the twenty-fifth. All of thess three, unlike the SamkAya philosopher, he 
derives from one and the same source; for he says, ‘voici quel est le principe premier 
doe choses, daquel dérivent tous les autres principes: o'eat prakriti on moula prakriti, 
An nature, ‘la matidre sternelle sana formes, sans partics, In cxuse materielle, univer- 
zelle, qu'on peat induire de ves affeta, qui produit et n'est pas produite,’” Now of 
this radical Natare, “ I'intelligencs, bouddhi,”” as well as the soul's internal organ, 
% manas, mens,” is reckoned by the Snkhys to bs » product ; but the notion that the 
soulis either identical with, or anyviso akin to, this or any other product, is positively 
the ons notion which the SankAya labours to eradioats, In the words of the 
third of the Sankiys Karikde, “Soul is neither a production nor productive,”— 
TW. That Liberation is held by the Saukiye to ensue 
snag the derineing of foal om Netare an the prodace of Nutr, we 
Aphorism 106, quoted infra, p. x32. 
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Dugald Stewart tells us that the ‘mind can attend to 
only one thought at a time. Gautama, recognising the 
same fact, but speaking of the Anower invariably 2s 
soul, accounts for the faot in question by assuming that 
there is an instrument, or internal organ, termed the 
mind, through which alone cen knowledge reach the 
soul, and which, as it gives admission to only one 
thought at-a time, the Natydyika infere must be no 
larger than an atom. The conception of such an atomic 
inlet to the soul may be illustrated by the case of the 
eye; inasmuch as while the whole body is presented 
to the rays reflected from external objects, it is only 
through a special channel, the organ of vision, that theso 
find entrance go as to cause knowledge. The soul, then, 
may be practically regarded as corresponding to the 
thinking principle, and the mind (manas) to the faculty 
of attending to one, and only one, thing at a time; it 
being farther to be kept in remembrance, in case of 
accidenta, that the Naiyaytka reckons the mind to be 
a substance and not a faculty. 

In the list of the objects, regarding which —actvity. 
right knowledge is to be obtained, the next after mind 
is activity (pravrité). This is defined as “that which 
originates the [utterances of the] voice, the [cognitions 
of the] understanding, and the [gestures of the] body.’”* 
This “activity,” we have seen under Aph. 2nd, Gau- 


1 To quote the Turka-songrake :— 

we xariter See das cine ave 

“The mubstances (dravye) axe just nine,—earth (orithiot), water (ap), light 
: aaah vir (vayu), other (2ke¥a), time (Fale), place (4'), soul (@tman), end mind 
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tama regards with an evil eye, as the cause of birth, 
which is the cause of pain, which it is the summun 
bonum to get permanently rid of. 

wnat Gautama holds that it is through our own 
TER" tent” (dosha) that we are active; and ho 
tells us that “ faults [or failings] have this character- 
istic, that they cause activity.”' These faults are classed 
under the heads of affection (raga), aversion (dwesha), 
and stolidity (moha), each of which he regards as a fault 
or defect, inasmuch as it leads to actions, the recom- 
pense of which, whether good or evil, must be received 
in some birth, or state of mundane existence, to the 
postponement of the great end of entire emancipation. 
The immediate obstacle to emancipation, styled ‘“ Trans- 
migration” (pretyabhava), he next defines. 

‘tesnemigres “Transmigration means the arising again 
san {and again].”* According to the commentator, 
the word here rendered “ transmigration,” viz. pretya- 
bhava, is formed out of pretya, “having died,” and bhdva, 


a wertorrereer ere: WQS Mr. Colebrooke appears to have viewed 
the term which we heve rendered caussr of activity, as if it had signified caund by 
activity ; for, with reference to Gautama’s definition of “fault” (dosha), he anys (soo 
his Enoye, vol. i., p. 289), “From acts proceed fants (dosha), including under thia 
Gesignation, passion,” eto. It would seom as if Mr. Colobrooke, when giving to his 
cesay 6 final revision, aftr having laid it aside for a time, had boon struck with the 
oddnoss of the expression that “from fhults proceed acts,” and had reversed it with- 
out adverting it to the technical definition of “faults,” in the same sentence, as tho 
passions which give rise to action, Gautama, the votary of quictiam, gives ta the 
pessions the name of * faults” with a significance akin to that which the word bore 
in the remark of Talleyrand on the murder of the Duc D'Enghien,—— ce n'était pas 
tune crime, o'était une faude:”—it was e positive Sunder. The wise man, acoording 
to Gautema, is he who avoids the three blunders of having a liking fore thing and 

acting accordingly; or of having « dislike for © thing, and acting soccrdingly ; or 
of beg sapily indiferent, 22d thereupon, ueting instead of being intelligontiy 
iniderent, and not acting st all 
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“the becoming [born into the world again].” “ As, by 
the expression ‘again, here Aabitualness is meant to 
be implied,—there is first a birth, then death, then a 
birth ; thus transmigration, commencing with a birth, 
ends [only] with [final] emancipation.” 

After defining pain (du’kha) as “that panand enn 
which is characterised by uneasiness,”* he de- “"“"*™ 
clares that “absolute deliverance therefrom is emanci- 
pation (aparvarga).”* 

Such is, in brief, Gautama’s theory of the summum 
bonum and the means of its attainment. His summum 
bonum is absolute deliverance from pain; and this de- 
liverance is to be attained by an abnegation of all action, 
good or bad. We proceed to review the Sankhya theory. 


SUMMARY OF THE SANKHYA PHILOSOPHY. 


The Sankhya, as already observed, makes _ Geers cn. 
a step in advance of the Nydya, towards the ™"™ 
ultimate simplification aimed at in the Vedanta, by re- 
ducing the external from the category of substance to 
that of guality. Souls alone are, in the Sdnkhya, re- 
garded as substances; whatever affects the soul being 
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Henoo Mr. Colebrocke’s definition of pretyabhave as the ‘condition of the soul aftor 
death” (sce bis Besoys, vol. i., p. 200), while itis literally correct, may mislead tho 
reader if he does not bear in mind that this, according to Hinda notions, is the condi- 
tion of every man now alice; for as we ere all supposed to have lived and died, one 
knows not how often, re are each of us always in the condition “after death.” 
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ratiged under the head of a quality,—1, pleasing; 2, 
displeasing; or, 8, indifferent. This mode of viewing 
the universe we have designated the emotional view of 


The word Sénkhya means “numeral, rational, or 
ateaning of Cscriminative.” The system promises beati- 
pemme tude as the reward of that discrimination which 
rightly distinguishes between soul and nature. What is 
here meant by “ nature” will be explained presently. 
tresuxiyn Lhe Sankhya system was delivered by 
tavtork, “ Kariza in a set of aphorisms no less concise 
than those of the Nydya. Kapila begins by defining the 
mhechietena: Cbief end of man. His first aphorism is as fol- 
fm. lows :—“ Well, the complete cessation of pain, 
of three kinds, is the complete end of man.”! By the 
three kinds of pain are meant—l, diseases and griefs, 
ete, which are intrinsic, or inherent in the sufferer; 2, 
injuries from ordinary external things; and, 3, injuries 
from things supernatural or meteorological, In his 19th 
aphorism he declares that the bondage (sandha) under 
which the soul (purusha) groans, is due to its conjunction 
with nature (prahkritt); and this bondage is merely seem- 
tng, because soul ia “ever essentially a pure and free 
intelligence.” His words are,—‘‘ But not without the 
conjunction thereof [i.e of nature] is there the conneo- 
tion of that [te. of pain] with that [w. with the soul] 
which is ever essentially a pure and free intelligence.”* 
In his 59th aphorism, he says again, of the soul’s 
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bondage,—“ It is merely verbal, and not a reality, since it 
resides in [the soul’s organ] the mind [and not in the soul 
or self],”* on which the commentator observes,—‘ That 
is to say, since bondage, etc., resides only in the mind 
(chitéa), all this, as far as concerns the sou! (purusha), is 
merely yerbal,—z.c., it is ‘vox et praeterea nihil,’ be- 
cause it is merely a reflection, like the redness of [pel- 
lucid] crystal [when a China rose is near it], but not a 
reality, with no false imputation, like the redness of the 
China rose itself.””* 

Of nature, which, by its so-much-to-be- Natur, wast. 
deprecated conjunction, makes the soul seem to be in 
bondage when it really is not, he gives in his 62nd 
aphorism the following account :—‘ Nature (prakriti) is 
the state of equipoise of goodness (satiwa), passion (rajas), 
and darkness (¢amas);— from nature [proceeds] intel- 
lect (mahat), from intellect self-consciousness (ahankara), 
from self-consciousness the five subtile elements (tan- 
méatra) and both sets [external and internal] of organs 
(indriya), and from the subtile elements the gross ele- 
ments (sthila-bhista) ; [then besides there is] soul (puru- 
sha) ;—such is the class of twenty-five.” * 

It might be interesting to probe the precise philoso- 
phic import of the successive development alleged in 
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the foregoing aphorism; but the special aim of the 
present treatise (or of this treatise in its present shape) 
forbids whatever excursion can be safely dispensed with, 

fers We shall here, therefore, only add, that we 
vis. are told, in aphorism 105, that “experience 
[whether of pleasure or pain, liberation from both of 
which is desiderated], ends with [the discrimination of] 
thought [i.e. soul, as contradistinguished from nature)”;! 
that a plurality of souls, in opposition to the Vedanta, is 
asserted in aphorism 150, “ From the diverse allotment 
of birth, ete., the plurality of souls [is to be inferred]”;? 
aud that the paradoxical conception of the soul in bond- 
age, whilst not really in bondage, may be illustrated by 
Don Quixote hanging in the dark from the ledge of a 
supposed enormous precipice, and bound to hold on for 
his life till daybreak, from not knowing that his toes 
were within six inches of the ground. 

Amuihiatim + may be proper to observe that the 
soteccsht “Sankhya explicitly repudiates the charge of 
craving annihilation, In aphorism 47 we are told that, 
“In neither way [whether as 8 means or as an end] is 
this [viz., annihilation] the soul’s aim.” * 

We next advance to a survey of the Vedanta theory. 


2 Fereearett aT: #10 W That the word “thought” (chit) here meena 
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SUMMARY OF THE VEDANTA SYSTEM. © 


The Vedanta theory arrives at the limit of 1 grest tenet. 
simplification, by deciding that nothing really exists 
besides one, and that this one real being is absolutely 
simple. This one simple being, according to the Vedanta, 
is knowledge (jnana),—not the knowledge of anything, 
for this would imply a contradiction to the dogma that 
nothing exists except knowledge simply. This concep- 
tion, of the possible nature of knowledge, is quite at 
variance with the European view, which regards know- 
ledge as the synthesis of subject and object. According 
to the Vedanta there is no object, and hence it follows 
that the term subject is not strictly applicable, any more 
than is the term substance,’ to the one reality. Both of 
these terms, being indicative of a relation, are inapplicable 
under a theory which, denying duality, does not admit the 
conditions of a relation. Soul, the one reality, grist: 
is accordingly spoken of in the Vedanta, not as 
a substance (dravya) as it is reckoned in the Nydya, but 
as the thing, or, literally, ‘that which abides” (vast). 
Let us enquire how this conception may have been 
arrived at, consistently with the seeming existence of 
the world, 

Suppose that God—omnipresent, omnis- ristiiae 
cient, and omnipotent — exists. Suppose, ¢f,t,vedin: 
farther, that, at some time or other, God ““~ 

1 At the opening of the Fodinte-Sirs, indeed, the one is spoken of se the sub- 


strytom of all (ckAidadAaee) ; but the existence of aught else being subsequently denied, 
ityecanina ultimately the pubstratam of nothing, or no substratum at all 
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exists and nothing else does. Suppose, in the next 
place, as held long in Europe and still in India, that 
nothing is made out of nothing (ex nthilo nthil fit); and 
suppose, finally, that God wills to make a world. Being 
omnipotent, He can make it. The dogma “ex nihilo 
nihil fit” being, by the hypothesis, an axiom, it follows 
that God, being able to make a world, can make it 
without making it out of nothing. The world so made 
must then consist of what previously existed,—z.e. of 
God. Now what do we understand bya world? Let 
it be an aggregate of souls with limited capacities— 
and of what these souls (rightly or wrongly) regard 
ag objects—the special or intermediate causes of various 
modes of consciousness. Taking this to be what is 
meant by a world, how is God to form it out of Him- 
self? God is omniscient,—and, in virtue of his omni- 
presence, his omniscience is everywhere. Where is the 
room for a limited intelligence? Viewing the matter 
(if that were strictly possible) @ priori, one would in- 
cline to say “nowhere.” But the Vedantin, before he 
had got this length, was too painfully affected by the 
IT, See conviction, forced upon him, as on the rest of 
sanitted “us, by a consciousness which will take no 
denial, that there are limited intelligences. “I am 
ignorant,” he says; and if he is wrong in saying s0, 
then (as a Pandit once remarked to me) his ignorance 
is established just as well as if he were right in saying 
80. Holding, then, that the soul # God, and confronted 
with the inevitable fact that the soul does not spon- 
taneously recognize itself as God, there wes nothing for 
it but to make the fact itself do duty as ite own cause, 
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to say that the soul does not know itself to be God, just 
because it does not know it,—s.e. because it is ignorant, 
—#.e, because it is obstructed by ignorance (ajndna). 

At this point let us suppose that: our speculator 
stopped, but that a disciple took up the matter and 
tried to make something more palpably definite out of 
the indefinite term ignorance. Were it not, he 
argues, for this qjndna, of which my teacher Te%P tac 
speaks, tho soul would know itself to be God, “"""™ 
—there would be nothing but God,—there would be 
no wotld.. It is this qjndua, then, that makes the world ; 
and, this being the case, it ought to have a name sug- 
gestive of the fact. Let it be called prakrii, the name 
by which the Sankhyas speak of their unconscious maker 
of worlds.? Good, says another; but recollect that this 
prakriti, or “energy,” can be nothing else than the 
power of the All-powerful, for we can admit the inde- 
pendent existence of God alone; so that the qjnana 
which you have shown to be entitled to the name of 
-prakriti, will be even more accurately denoted by the 
word éakti,* God’s “power,” by en exertion of which 
power elone the fact can be accounted for, that souls 
which are God do not know that they are so. The 
reasoning is accepted, and the term éakéi is enrolled 
among the synonymes of qjadna. Lastly comes the my- 
thologist. You declare, says he, that this world would 

wrt - 

2 Boe the SankAys Aphotism, B. I. § 127,—T© Re 
“Of both [neture, or ‘the radical energy,’ and her products} the fect thet they 
senale ot Son Parse: qalion, wail thet they ate ancl Ning, stile ths ‘ecammon: 
Property}. 

‘efter 
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not even appear to be real, were it not for tynorance. 
Its ‘apparent reality, then, is an iusion; and for the word 
ajndéna you had better substitute the more expressive 
term maya,’ “ deceit, illusion, jagglery.” The addition 
of this to the list of synonymes being acquiesced in, 
the mythologist furnishes his mdya with all the requi- 
sites of a goddess, and she takes her seat in his. pan- 
theon as the wife of Brakmda the Creator. : 
pamence,, The definition of “ignorance,” in the 
teVeumnte. Vedanta, requires notice. Ignorance, we are 
informed, is “a somewhat that is not to be called posi- 
tively either real or unreal,—[not a mere negetion, 
but] in the shape of an entity, the opponent of know- 
ledge,—consisting of the three fetters.”* Aocording to 
the Natydyikas, qjndna is merely the privation (abhdva) 
of jnana, To exclude such a meaning here it is asserted 
to be “in the shape of an entity” (bhava-ripa). The 
description of it as something ‘not to be called posi- 
tively either real or unreal” corresponds with Plato’s 
$y xas wm dv, a8 distinguished from the dvrws év.? The dis- 
tinction is that of the phenomenal and the real. The 
universe being held to be the joint result of soul and 
ignorance, and soul being the only substance, or “sub- 
stratum of all,” it follows that ignorance is equivalent 
to and identical with the sum total of qualities. These, 
as in the Sdnkhya system, are held to be-three; so that 
ignorance, as we have just seen, is spoken of as “con- 
‘ wrete : 
faqararé red Wrefrc- 

fe wefan a 


3 See Sir Wm. Hamilton's note on Reid’s works, p. 262. 
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sisting of tha three qualities” (érigunafmaka),.or, as. it 
may be also rendered, “ consisting.of the three fefters,! 
the word. for “quality” (vis., gune);-moaning originally 
a ‘‘fatter,? and these two senses, in Hindi philosophy, 
being closely related: Let us see what can haye-led to 
the division of quality into three. 

The one reality—the. universal substratu 
veiled by the garb of the phenomenal world, 
certain.marked distinctions of character: among 
the phenomena present themselves. We have pheng- 
mena of pure cognition, of lively emotion, and, finally, 
of inertness, or, in Shakspere’s phrase, “cold obatruc- 
tion’? To one or other of these three heads every 
phenomenon may, with a little ingenuity, be referred. 
The three heads are named respectively, in Sanskrit, 
sattwa, rajas, and tamas* According to the com- 
mentators, the first of the qualities, whilst endlessly 
subdivisible into calmness, complacency, patience, re- 
joicing, etc., consists summarily of Aappinese. The 
second, on the other hand, consists summerily of pain, 
To these.categories belong almost all the sensations and 
thoughts of thinking beings ;—scarcely any feeling, 
viewed strictly, being one of sheer indifference, This 
indifference, the third of the qualities, is exemplified in 


1 Bee the Sinkbys Provachane Bharhys on Aphorism 62, Bk J., vis. — 
WegenR ¢ In this [Sanbipe) opvtem, end in 
Soriptare, ete., the word ‘quality’ (pupa) is employed [as the name of thothres things 
‘under discussion], because they sre subservient to soul [and bold a sscondary rank 
fn the seale of being], and beoense they form the corde [which the word gage also 
signifies], viz., understanding, oto., ‘which comsiet of the thrae [eo-called] qualities, 
aad which béed, as i it ware a [cow or other] brute, the soal.” 
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its highest potency in such things as stocks and stones, 
where soul, the substratum of these as of all else, is 
altogether “immersed in matter,” or obfuscated by thé 
quality of darkness, 2s the word tamas, the name of the 
yuality, literally signifies, In its lower potencies this third 
of the qualities exemplifies itself in sloth, drowsiness, ete. 

“These three qualities, separately or commingled, more 
or less obscure the soul, which is held to be simple knows 
ledge—jnéina ; and as the aggregate of them is the oppo- 
kite of soul, or, in other words, nof-soul, the aggregate, 
as we have seen, takes the name of ajndna, 1.0. note 
imowledge, or “ ignorance.’ The soul is often spoken 
Troopenien Of a8 a light. Now, suppose a lamp to be 
time.” enclosed in a Jamp-shade; the glass may be 
either so pure that the light passes through scarcely 
diminished ; or it may be stained, so that the light is 
tinged and partly dimmed; or the lamp-shade may 
be of opaque materials, so that the light within is alto- 
gether obstructed. These three cases may perhaps illus- 
trate the supposed operation of the three qualities, as 
well as account for the names by which they are spoken 
of as “purity,” “foulness,” and “darkness” (sattwa, 
rojas, end tamas). ; 

“Tgnorance,” according to the Vedanta, has two 
powers; that by which it envelopes soul, giving rise to 
the conceit of personality or conscious individuality, and 
that by which it projects the phantasmagoria of a world 
which the individual regards as external to himself? 
Soul thus invested is what the universe consists of. 


* qeTarrerercefatasreré wy fieesfer a 
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The supposed root of all evil—the belief that aught 
besides the “one” exists—is to be got rid of, _ Momo 
wwo are told, by a right understanding of the mrtsh.® 
great sentence, “That art thou,” se. “Thou—whose- 
ever thou art—art the one.” When this dictum has 
been rightly understood and accepted, the accepter of 
it, changing the “thou” to the first person, reflects 
thus—“J am the one.” This is so far well; but he 
must finally get rid of the habit of making even Aémself 
an object of thought. There must be #o object. What 
was previously the audyect must now remain alone,— 
an entity, a thought, a joy; but these three being one 
only—the existent joy-thought.’ 

Let us now contrast the scheme of Christian revela- 
tion with these three Hindi theories of man and of the 
universe. 

+ Bee our “Lecture on the Faddints, ombrocing the text of the Vedinte Sara" 
(Allahabad, 1861), §§ 95-162. 
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BOOK I. 


A PARTIAL EXPOSITION OF CHRISTIAN DOCTRINE. 


May God, the giver of all 

good, the Saviour of those who 

believe on Him, accept this 

my humble effort in His ser- 

vice; and may the hearers of 

it, those skilled in the Vedanta, 

the Sankhya, and the Nydya, 

with discriminating judgment “7% T™ 

examine it candidly.! WET: hl 
In the first place the writer 

states the subject of the pro- 

posed work. © 


1 As an argument can be satisfactorily addressed only to ons whose sentiments 
are definitely known, what follows in Sanskrit is eddremed, we may remark, to the 
‘Vedantin who knows and value the Nylys and the SankAya es introductory to the 
Vedanta. Tho question here is not what do those need to ‘be told who know nothing, 
at what do those seed to be told who know just what Hinduism can tell. 
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APHORISM I. 


sty Now the inquiry Wa TCHQeNTEAT ATT 
regards the means of the at- gfsgret nt a 
tainment of the chief end of 


man. 

(1) Next he states the defi- 11 Wu TCAquaTde 
nition of the chief end of ergwary! 
man, 


APHORISM II. 


ais" Set Man's chief end Qaarererrgerarret a- 
is to glorify God, and enjoy werfepargerererett T- 
Him for ever. u ree 

(1) What is God, will bo 1t! 27a wad TE- 
stated in the fifth Aphorism. wa@ Tega | 1y TeAT- 
If it be said that it is impo grapeagiyt . 
sible to glorify God because rag ble bbe 
man cannot add in the slight- ibs : bas 
est degree to the glory of Jew feurqawwenft- 
God, we reply :—Not s0,— fi Vai maryreaTgTs 
because by glorifying God adhrqayttidtarcng: 
we mean the acknowledging ». 
His perfeotions, and behaving WT WHTYENTS THCY: 
suitably to them, by trusting, SUTUCofifa TETATA! 
loving, and obeying Him. 

(2) To enjoy God [to expe- 
rience the joy of His pre: |X| wetftrrgerar- 
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sence] is to be the object of ereurafny wre fafa 
His special favour here and emery 1 
hereafter. 


(8) But the Nyaya[Bk.L, 18 vay qrerarafaat- 
§ 22] says that the chief ond saat cf sarefie: n- 


of man is the absolute cessa- 
tion of pain; and the Sankhya eafettug:arenfiretie- 
[Bk. L, § 1] says that it is TrerPgeura cfs are 
entire liberation from all the wry: fafafer mesa f8- 
praca ceplee hid rerfirresiery, wayey 
q 
is this now definition mado? S*8" tft are uit fe 
If you say this, then take this TCAYCATE: Fae yrer- 
in reply :—Since such a aum- aerarwarg wirwdttfy- 
mun. bonum, implying nothing arergectirarerafircty- 


more than a state of nonenity, 

and unconnected with any sort wr SET ATTST wage 

of moral action, might satisfy Stay apenfata yat- 

beasts indeed [such as tortoises yatq orageariensy uW- 

or dormice}, but not men, ‘wfafe 

therefore ought a different ' 

definition of the chief end of 

man, 6g. as above laid down, 

ta be accepted. : 
(4) Butthes, it may be said, | 8 | I SCAM WSTAT 

the Vedintine say that, all Rw wigvetanrey 

pain having surceased on the WTS Ga UA Wareara- 

final intuition of deity, the syfaegrdt mpfe ery 

chief end of man consists in the ; 

soul’s then spontaneous mani- + charterer 

fostation{of the joy which isits TEP" uEaree fF am 
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own, essence, and in ita mer- ware wan Ufa Fy 
genes in deity. Why then, Yermaferat acagend 
disregarding this, need any- x 

thing higher than this be STUHTATQNeET: TCH- 
sought? If you say this, JWUTGT wad | wivee 
then hearken :—Since there is Yaerfiysrt fetterere- 


no evidence that there is such eatferanace aeifere? | 


a chief end of man as is ima- 
gined by the Vedantins, the 
chief end of man had to be 
enquired after, and it is that 
which was stated before. 
Moreover, the opinion of the 
Vedantins shall be subjected 
to examination in the con- 
cluding section of Book II. 

(5) But then, it may be | ¥1 wey Qanrereneg- 
asked, where is the evidence warm. mratferergeret- 
of this, too, which you have ' 
asserted, viz, that man's chiet CTSA: TORGTATS- 
end is to glorify God and en- 4 4Ew Aerie f& raft 
joy Him for ever? We reply: ft Sqawrqatoata war 
Say not so; because the evi- wara mente ofe ara 


porate of this is the plain Jafitafqeram: sft: 
Sioa Bus ee afta aft we warget- 
2 Sct 
writ i 


of His favour, would be inoon- 
(8) Well,’ granting thet. 141 we wiftent o- 
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there ¢san omnipotent Ruler, afiftteraarerurfa &at- 
still what evidence is there 

dttine anny een Se 
obtaining His favour? With we fe ara fererrar gt 
an eye to this, we declare as WTATE! 

follows :— 


APHORISM III. 


amenime The word of God, yafwxafagarernti 2- 
_ | ™* which is contained ag awtea Sue wer- 
in the Soriptures of the Old ; fora: 
and New Testament, is the 

only rule to direct us how wo SATETererfe terete - 


may glorify and enjoy Him. ararwarfn yaa 


(1) If it be asked how the 11 wy gatercdfag- 
sentences which stand in the arerat areqrat Sah 


Scriptures of the Old and New Cafe zat 
Testament are the word of Bi 


God, we voply that they are CXIXT Rat uarar? fitwar- 
so because they were com- WTa| Aw Tanfwargr- 


posed by the makers of the watur mente aerfeg 
books under the influence of = 


: ; aT firqapeat seiftrr eq: 
God’s power. And, in respect 
of this, thé operation of God’s WHURSa | werfrerd- 
power is in three ways: to Qa we faqarartduey 
explain,—1, God sometimes areecfeg: | azriire 
suggested to the writers the es 
‘words as well as’ the inattar; TSWETeNTER 
2; ind ometiines thé nintter WORT faercerieere- 
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only, which was pat into wi frwayet arcenady: 
language by the writers 2o- fefai 
cording to their own genius; 
8, and at other times He 
guarded the writers from 
errors of memory, etc. to 
which they might have been 
liable in narrating a matter 
with which they had been 
previously acquainted. sas 
(2) If it be asked how 2 (RU Te weg fatter: 
communication could be made wttuct tq) aaa: 
without words, then hearken: Qafeqratqqareara: | 


‘We do not now undertake to bs 

explain this; but that there CU TET Wayearey- 
actually are means of revela- 9TST: afr utererangr- 
tion such a8 it is impossible to WUfeAaT saa: nfrare: 
explain to others who are de- fadenmartahrretare 
barred from knowing through ee 

such means, we cite an aca t = eae: | wer | 
ple to show. Our illustration sfeifeq ora ef ua ho 
is as follows:—In a certain WT HATA WTI A_e 


village, the whole of the inha- reve 
Tidanid wees Wind fies ake ee bijeial 
birth, and one of them obtained Tecreafer ware. 
his sight by means of a surgi- wah? sf oresrerat at- 
caloperation. His companions drat arag ad aia 


having learned that ho Was wresreit afteatrfera. 
able to describe what was going ; 


on ata great distance even METCTATARY wTeret 
better than they themsclyes: Tet atte zaaifa 
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could tell whet was going on qrat We SEeTT: Si- 


close beside them, desired him ares wart ere : 
to say by what means it was bebabblt 


that this knowledge reached fr weretferd onterarg: 
him. He endeavoured to de- @W Met WATWTATa aTE- 


olare it to thém, but he found aa anaary meray 
his endeavours useless. They witwa fa fa- 


could not in any way under- e 
stand how a knowledge of the TUUTATSICTS Wa far. 
shape of objects not within TUTATAT TTT aret 


reach of his hand could enter xfa arg 3 aaafe arg 
by the front of his head; but 


that such knowledge really FTE g Rae f aT: 
did belong to the man, those Tretrarere aw fa- 
who candidly investigated the WXUTATSS ATT wWret 


truth of his words became afera a aia 
assured. The application of xf fe x . ea 

the illustration to the matter bl ! 
illustrated is obvious. WEY LETTS TETAS 


arr Wey 


(8) Ifitbe asked: Butwhat 13) wa gabacafagar 


proof is there that the words  qrat eat qarerfirat- 
contained in the Old and New 


Testament declare the truth? wea fe araferta Pag | 
—then listen. The evidence Fafav f& aw ara aTq- 
‘of it is of two kinds, external QreMACela 1 at wei 
and internal. First, the truth gg | ae: 
fulness of the Old Testament . 

is proved by the testimony of Tiftrwrfes apentt- 
Jomus Christ, the Bon of God, WAMUaTaywe Targz- 
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incarnate in haman form, and firqer qzew wena, fe 
one with God. That Jesus weuiatiwa a 
Christ possessed the character wit = 
just stated, is proved by the Wwwftgaawrm, fea 
words of the New Testament. ff 1 wacefayare war 
That the New Testament de- yrfiyyreaaet TATE 
clares what is true, is proved . 
by the testimony of the dis- = areca feretar- 
ciples of Jesus, who could not WT weftrargt wea: 
have been mistaken, and who faga Ure faut farq- 
could haye had no reason for 2w feraraTa farefe- 
asserting what was not true. . o 
This point will be discussed wR fet er yet 
more folly in Book II, The Ciftgarrwarat Qaar- 
second {the internal evidence] WTRaTg MTR ea Aaa. 
is the tendency of the Scrip- fareregern s 
tures of the Old and New Tes- aitga he = ; 
tament to the glorifying of 2 
God and to the promoting the €€ 1 Trait j wut arey 
happiness of mortals, — the fireuferaa | 

routual consistency of all their 

parts, etc. This also there 

will be frequent occasion to 


advert to.. : 

(4) If it be said: But, '8' 9 yetwedfag- 
though the Scriptures of the SSTwrratecercfaTy- 
Old and New Testament be ¥ cfu @efacharda wer- 


not inconsistent among them- Ufraraaat a waredtfir 
selves, yet they cannot declare ae * aat 

the truth, inasmuch as they 1 SRG ANT TAT 
are inconsistent with the Veda, Sthnnrewafagt aftzy- 
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balieaad Not et hve wig Ferrata sraren- 
eir truthfulness having 7 
established by the foregoing fag: 1 eee faciier 
reasoning, it is of tho Vedas Te ATATTRTTHT eater. 
themselves, in consequence of wre frarcfirat | 
this inconsistency, that the 
authoritativeness is disproved. 
The nugatory pretension to 
authority on the part of the 
Veda will be disposed of in 
Book II. 
(5) Next we state what rarwe qifercefty- 


matters are principally de- : i : 
clared in the Scriptures of the pbcbiuld araratr 


Old and New Testament. fatendare 
APHORISM Iv. 

utusimg The Scriptures eTgy Taw qd wae 
MO sanos Mie SA SUR oe 
what man is to believe con- e 

cerning God, and what duty fear arerfe a se- 
God requires of man. wa Aga qatercefag- 

war uferguftr ae 8 
(1) We now state what is 


\ i? 
declared in Scripture concern- ‘ = t 
ing the nature of God. St arm reTE 


APHORISM V. 


Turvewe God is a spirit 
et oot {a certain non-mate- Ra araronfefeeey 
rial substance], infinite, eter- faféer®: warwrrafie- 
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aal,and unchangeable in His qrfwranftamryraare- 
being, wisdo: wer, holi- © . 
7 me warfefriterrgnntt 


a justice, goodness, and : 
ae ve 0 we wn 


(1) But then, if it be argued 
that such is the nature of God, Vai ay weary Waa 
why sey thatitis by the Scrip. 278 Weaaferat afe 
tures of the Old and New Tes- faranifarearagn qaterc- 
tament that such a character afipararstfird are 
of God is made known, seeing 5 
that God is declared by the *€4 *frarea cf FZ- 
Veda also to be a spirit, from WTUAT ETT farcraret 
everlasting to everlasting, and @ gaa ufaorenfefa 
this we =. 
: waa) ataq Ay 
rer itbe  ° > 

that this which is declared in “ft am araa_gigdwa- 
the Vedas was derived from {TUATHASTUaT Zam F- 
primitive tradition, or from afarwe wee fafearer 
the power of conscience placed fe — Rat 
by God in the human heart, ° 
either way we welcome it. Fm wreeTe Serererfa we 
But where are God’s justice, wadarirerAe 1 Tey 
goodness, and truth, declared Wy tre anfirerarya- 
in the Vedes? Nay, rather 
these characteristios are in the 7 e} rf wi aftrarfcat- 
Veda denied to be possible in f efer t maga ® watt 28 
God. For example, to whom afaftrgt: iaure azn 
should the God (Brahm) of ret wy aris as 
the Veddnta, if just, be just, . 
since there is none besides arrfer werrey serfaftm 
himeelf? For the same reason, @ WWTUHTATA| Wa Ta 
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to whom should he be good or AA _ATY SAT ATH Hf 
true? Nay, rather, since ho acoder 

is the sole being in existence, peli ix 
it must be himself whom he aft frenarefere- 
deludes by the phantasmagoria WA*TATT ETAT AA 

of a false creation. 

(2) That God is infinite, 1 aw @qerarere- 
eternal, and unchangeable, it feerfrarat wrt Wr- 
is unnecessary to demonstrate fert gor araweds 
to the Vedantin. As for the s ~ 


assertion by the author of the quargrerd twrerfeg- 
Sénkhya [in his Aph. 93 of fiery we arerd waa 
Bk. I.], that the fact of there Paratttaguatit az 
being a “Lord” (iswara) is 
unproved,—the import of this Sracrfeg fears Ayr: 
is explained by the commen- PRAT sfrka wrerder- 
tators to be, that it is not famfirgfawemard: tar- 
intended, by the expression facrunftu- 
“For a Lord is unproved,” to farcrerat 
a Lord, but that tho TTSwS eT aTaA_ TCT 

author of the Sankhya denios 4 atwafa aaa, afte- 
that he is bound to show the crareeerg ergqreret 
consistency of certain of his 5 afr 
own statements with other 
statements which, he says, are 
“unproved,”—and go, until his 
opponent shall have proved 
them, he is under no obliga- 
tion to take them into con- 
sideration. 

(8) Again, es for what the | 8 1 AA ga: STRT WT 
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Sinkiyes say, that if there be w: af wreATT_ET 
any primal energy, competent yremfig: arta aia aft 
to produce the world, then let 7 E 

it’ be’ called Nature, or the TT: "efateha wuraf- 
chief one; but, in that case, f at @aeTe: farwat y- 
thesupposition of an all-direot- Oy rer ef waftrrraa- 
ing Lord is superfluous, We 

reply: Not.so; because there merger Freee cA | 
isa plain contradiction in hold- AS | ATTA TATU 
ing that primal energy, com- THR: Geateraterte- 
petent to the production of qrey wwarery wifiwa- 


the world, labours for soul’s . . 
end, and is at the same time rarer: eye eTrwTA | 


unintelligent, — inasmuch as WER Qercaferyerra | Ua 
the working towards an end BAA sara feat. 
is proof of intelligence. This guyz 

shall be set forth diffusively 

in Book III. 

(4) The followers of the , g ) Serffrareiiwre- 
Nyéya [seethe Siddhanta Muk- 2 : gery: 
tavali, p. 2), in demonstration Sts 
of the being of a God, say that zrfxard wdaai rer fe- 

-“guch productions as a water- ayguteants (ay aaR- 
jar are produced by a maker, Paaeerdiat warafiy- 
and so also are the vegetable aaecteaht 
sprouts and the earth, ete. ; ‘ 

and to make these is not pos- 

sible for such as we are ; hence 

the existence of the Lord, as 

the Maker of these, is demon- 

strated.” ‘ 
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(6) But, it may be objected, 1 wi Want frexefed- 
that the assertion that God is tre warait 
a spiritual substance cannot be oo 
true; because what is spiritual : 
is without parts, whereas in WATA, qetweefirgaray- 
the Soriptures of the Old and q Qeewyterfertict- 
New Testament there is men- aeararawrerte far | 7a | 
tion of God’s eyes, hands, and = 

other bodily parts. But we we wqrietitae tre: 
reply: Not so; because there @T#_ 1. Ture wy: we 
the expressions, “eyes,” qrrwarere ward uft- 
ete., are figurative, the word frareenfc \ 

“eyes” signifying knowledge, 

“hands” signifying power, 

and go on, 


(6) Tt being thus sottled, 14, wit Qaw fagr 


then, that God exists, we caret uf 
deny that there are more gods © ai 


than one. For— 


APHORISM VI. 


oat“ There is but ono Raw: eary Sa UH UT 
God, the living and true God. 4 ¢ y 
(1) We say “living,” in 104 Sere qifet err 
order to exclude idols; and ewe waa arafrarat 
“true,” in order to exclude pane 
imaginary gods. RI 
Saas, LR 1 WaT Eee: 
(2) ¥f it be said that there 
ia no proof that there is but <Thrtes fa@aa « f- 
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__ stich God as is here de- fiparafaf Ya wapat- 
signated “the Lord,” we Te- srareritey THTEATE.| 
ply: Not so; because both 7 

reasoning and Scripture fur- were meta: Sq Uw: a 
nish proof of this. The reason- *@eTat Waat qerdiar- 
ing is this, that God is one, Sarereradaarfirenfeft 
because a unity of design runs 

through all created things. 

’ (8) Now, in order to ob- LR EpTTafare a: 
viate the doubt how we qu aud wafeeR 
are justified in saying that 5 

only one God is declared in AUTY TUYUR UH Te 
Scripture, when, in the New 24 staat afaarea eta 


Testament, three persons are yyy} farcfarpare | 


spoken of under the name of 
God, we declare as follows :— 


APHORISM VII. 


Thereare three per- far gy: ITA 
nons in the Godhead, the Fa- 5 =, bd bis 
ther, and the Son, and the Holy Saafaficer wfirars- 
Ghost, and these three are one agarafa fom firarenat - 
the same in substance, feat: afar y © 8 

equal in power and glory. 

(1) This dogma will be dis- 191 uq. fagrareqd 
cussed in the Fourth Book. oar Rrercira? | 

(2) Having thus far de- 11 wae Qrerechire- 


scribed the nature of God, we 


proceed to describe the nature we eftwaranfeaceer- 
of what ia other than He. Yared freveafir 
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APHORISM VIII. 


creation, God made all things laErte fy ea: 

of nothing, by his mere word, bbe ‘ 

in the space of six days, and wafe verren exe: 

all very good. aa arfire wan: arya 
neu : 

(1) But how is it possible red ay ad wert 


that God “ made all things of 
nothing?” We retort: How whfe Tamer seTZ- 


should it not be possible? @fafat a we warafiia- 
To explain,—We ask you in urfy ai uftmeet: w- 
turn, how does fire burn fuel ? wafaftararnt cry ety 


If you answer, from the na- 
ture of things, —then we rejoin ate 1 earranfe far aa- 


that it is the same in the case Wa Sf¥ wam | fata 
before us [—God makes things ameqgTatarerrarty - 
out of nothing “ from the na- ‘ . 

ture of things”). If you ask, ai mrergrat 
how. can this or that thing be wafatctr a, qatar 
produced without the eggre- wet afe wrandwee- 


gate of its concurrent causes? 2q yay: wera . 
we reply, that the doubt would mee 
be 2 fitting one if wo wero SUTTBlaareiat fata 


speaking of men's works; for wfrerenfga weqzt- 
we.do not aseert that a potter qraTewarae afaarger- 
can make a jar without alump 9; | gwrR weiter —_ 
of clay, or a weaver a web . 

‘without yarn, and so on: but Sra fa aaat 
this doubt is inapplicable to MAT WET Gat | Uae. 


16 CHRISTIANITY. CORTRASTED WITH 


the case in question, of the arf yereawcerqar - 
Supreme Lord possessed of ZTRTOER MTT : 
power d that of all crea- |. ek 
tales: iat if we suppose, THATS sega a- 
from the example of the like fe wrtacareranaat- 
of us, that God’s power of wea are TerwarTy 
creation also is dependent on : 
an aggregate of concurrent arate wrderarere 
causes, then we ought to sup- ereracref er rerererarerel - 
pose, from the example of the 44 wwat | 
child’s walking with the sup- 
port of the nurse’s finger [see 
the Raghuvansa, canto iii., v. 
25], that your power also of 
walking (—grown-up person 
as you are—] is dependent on 
the support of a nurse’s finger. 

(2) And if you say thatthe 1a) afge eq yare- 


world could not have arisen fert 
from nothing, because what vf Cae 


extite tiust have been without GTS Teareafe areait 
beginning, on the rule that wagrafraara tf Fe 1 
nothing comes of nothing qenfad fray arerar- 
(ex ninilo nihil St") then oy) faitqwerertae 
we reply: Not so; for thereis — | ~ 

no rent east thefe is any such fara Serta Frere 
absolute rule, and an unsup- rarara wf wf g- 


ported allegation deserves to eave} ee srvarrge- 
be met only by an unsupported ves 


for blank] negative. More- VTeTeTKRT sui eT- 


over, were the cage as you say, TQ@UTH” WTA | ATA: 
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then the feeling, whether of wcwafteratat aqTaat- 

pleasure or of pain, which at afc xearer- 

any moment arises in the mind aa sft 

of a man, must have existed fata faterrrera.3- 
eternity, and as such fe araferrawteraedt- 

must be imperishable. If it qrarqfafcaa farracre 


be rejoined that what we assert >: \ 
is the arising not merely of 
real changes of the mind, but 
the arising also of substances, 
wo reply: Say not so; for 
that makes no difference :—if 
you yourself admit that men- 
tal states, not previously ex- 
isting, do arise, how should 
this be wrong in the case of 
substances ? 

(3) ae itmaybesaid, je) ay aurfa wire 
it is impossible thatGod should aera Scarcufeti 
have made all things out of " ial 
nothing, because the souls of wart atarararerefg- 
men, etc., are without begin- arfafa Bart erty aa- 
ing. To this we reply: Not so. qeran: afer. eaRy % 
To explain:—That the ground — fat a 
of all is the One Self-existent , ; 
we are both agreed. Such a Ua ef aarrafafe- 
being the case, there remains we wearfa Ww SwTET- 
the consideration——whencs has erafafa femrafireat 1 
come the existence of any- ey . 
thing apart from Him ?—and wed eter faqw eats 
this is entirely hidden with WEAUSIALTTY HET: 
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God, and oan be explained by fy ara: t Cay Bewrar- 
islone, and by engreyfit: qiterce- 

none other. But this is agreed, 

alike by those who accept the faerrarengaraytery 

sinthority of the Vedas and by @Waa Wifek wa we- 

those who accept the authority yearn RMacwarasr c- 


of the Bible, that there is so fant eetarat az: 
much of difference between the we a 


existence of the Self-existent We Surfafwrearare- 
and the existence of tho Wada tia! waren fe f& 
human soul, that rules are QB: fat ar yabwred faa 
required for the guidance of at a Laat : 


men,—otherwise what need of 


the Vedas? what need of the fare fda Hiteciee 
Bible? In the Bible there is Wwrat frereda farq vey 
no discussion as to how the ig fagafafcre ahave- 


human soul is numerically dif- fara fate 
ferent from God; but rules are vate 


laid down for human guidance, & Jatncefarmarerar- 
clearly on the understanding wftae Sheweafa anat 


that the difference is a fact. aftrarfactr race final 
If, therefore, the Bible be ac- - 


knowledged to be the Word of <rargtet atfacere- 
God, to say that the human Wayaate Mei wre 
soul is not numerically dif- we Waqcasey arfa- 


ferent from the Lord would be 
to make God a Har, And iy St TSTOws Ch erery 


must not be said that the dig. "W6iree arferarey- 


ference between God and the *1fefat 
soul is illusory and not real, 
‘because such illusoriness is in- 
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_ consistent with the facts of 
conacioumess, 
So much, in our elucidation xf wewitrgat fa- 
* afunfegriteat wa 
the First Book, that devoted 
to the exposition of the dogmas waar sare: 8 
about which we wish to speak. 
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BOOK II. 


THE EVIDENCES OF CHRISTIANITY. 


Now we commence a second 9 uy wana rare 
Book in order to establish fagafatee qabacdfin 7 
what was treated under the arearchet fe 
8rd Aphorism of tke pro- a 
coding Book as if already os- # Featarerwarcaa | a- 
tablished, that the Scriptures 4puqefarwerg eawrg- 


of the Old and New Testa- i ferere ATT ES) 
ment are the Word of God. Gag 


It wos there stated [Aph. IIT. TET@1Ey ateeaawa- 
8) that the authority of the Tera ware firaptefiy- 
contents of the Old Testament feqy aay weafrerfanry- 
is established by force of the e 
declarations of Obriat cone SCENERY SERN WaT 
veyed in the New Testament, yen afedarte ra 
and that the authority of the wrafaawafagare: @- 
declarations of Christ is esta- yayaaq cfrereufcwart 
blished by the testimony of = 
His disciples. “And all this Weareucrererafay- 
is founded on historical infor- 881: wtfirar gyre saa 
ence, a0 that by those can it wt AT TRquBaa | 

be clearly understood who, by 
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the appropriate culture of their 
mental faculties, have become 
skilled in discriminating the 
reality [from the semblance} 
of evidence. We therefore 
proceed to state what valid 
arguments, in respect of the 
fact that the Christian religion 
came from God, are derivable 
from the stores of history. 


APHORISM I. 


'% Areligionattested = aenragreftarrrst 


religion. . s 
by miracles is from wecrerant wear 
God, and the Christian reli- 


gion is attested by miracles, WTaTettararmmrergi- 
therefore it is from God. ACTETUT ATA Ht & tl 

(1) The miracles performed 1 Q 1 Werucnfire Xs- 
by Christ, in order to esta- . 3 
Bish the’ fect that he wan Wd Ten ERGO 
sent by God, are such ag WEA arafearia marie 
these :—His giving, by a word SWTATAUTALT raNT- 
merely, eyes to the blind and # what Darr we 
life to the dead; and His 4, : arate grt 
Himself rising again alive on 
the: third dey after he baa @AVerrafterrdifa i 
been put to death. 

(2) But, it may be asked: 
Granting that miracles die |! "RY 4efdaterga- 
played could hosoonly through Weatth @aredarcnes 
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she power of God,—still what wfaepatwftare toy at- 


proof is there of this that wen earhtars fe 
such were performed _e ; ad 


Christ? To this question we araftreatergrerare | 


reply— 


APHORISM II. 


Fecuiie Mirscles attested WEWATYMeAT TTT: 
ararwardterarecag - 


oteredtt, "by such evidence as 


(1) Attested by evidence,” 
ete. The import is this, hat (8) TRACT | we 
the proof which should set at “T4: Tea frerarfa- 
reat this question is this, THe arvafia aq awa: 
that many men, professing Gee Wrat SeET AA: 


themselves to be original wit- fi fant 

nesses of the miracles per- : afer 
formed by Christ, voluntarily TU tad Teeare- 
underwent, as long as they WTATa agearenfeat- 
lived, toil and danger and wrea araefid ware: 


suffering, in attestation of what f 
they had witnessed, and solely Geeta Bee ch | 


through belief in what they WQAhrareftarenc - 
reported, But no such suffer- fayery aarasrarfearar- 
ings were ever undergone, in : weafy: : rer 
the case of any other supposed isla re bas 
smisséleg: $y ten, sllesig arrenratraareard a- 
themselves to be original wit. TWUAfrarereafawrfiy 
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nesses thereof, in attestation q:erf® wrertaata 


of whet they narrated, and fargrarfinreta HreH 
through belief in the narra- i N 


tive: this also is a proof 
which should set the question 
at rest. — 

(2) But if the voluntary 181 #4 fe @eger 
undergoing of sufferings en- qrearcewraa qearet 
titles persons to confidence, freredrrearamza a 
then whatever is asserted by : 
the Indian ascetics, who volun- fe wrenaffer Geqta 
tarily undergo the sharpest Areva sara, ae: 
sufferings, brant also to be apeafiaat sft aug 4e- 
accepted. If this be urged, 
wo, reply: Not 0; for wo ARES eather 
do not say that the mere "feed Rael Saya |: 
voluntary undergoing of suf- Wurcewrara feareey- 
ferings produces 2 title to con- TATTATE 
fidence, but only that the en- . kal sfert 
durance of suffering, inflicted bibbinbhbhih beliiis = 
by others, and endured with no wmarenfrefactted ww 
view to any fruit beyond the qd}erawwaa wert at- 


establishing of a particular 0c- raanttuqafiant grant 
ourrence, does so. But the suf- 

forings of the Indian ascotion % 4 BTM are EefeR- 
are self-inflicted, and are not aronrgardaerariy Lg 
undergone in attestation of erfy R warfrerfirenfa- 
any jcular occurrence. : 

That Hye say, these ascetics Sr WETNgeATS OH: 
undergo sufferings, seeking, in tegen iewaret 
some cases, the gratification of TAT MPaentwefy - 
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vanity, -distegerding bodily warm: wEThey TaTATC- 
eave and desiring more the yraawrfirat wreTaz- 
rapturous admiration of the ‘ 

Deaten: and, in other cases, marrage wear 
hoping forsupramundaneglory YStht SER | AT WUT 
-and enjoyment which they g@ qearfaftm: at sft 
imagine is thus to be obtained dart fafa qearfegre 
in another birth. In the first s 
case no motive is established alate syfenrtte 


besides vanity; and there aTeraquurceraerft - 
needs no proof of this vanity, were awararat tz 


for the vanity of these is ‘ ‘ 
equally clear with that of St writ Geaia & 


the silly women who under- ut aireifeg: 1 fede 
go the pain of tattooing Ta aeanfe q:ariy wr- 


and the boring of their frgenrcerseat eat: 
noses for the reception of a fi a Rat f is 


nose-jewel. And in the se- 
cond cave there is established RT Firat wey ara- 
their bolief merely in the as- wa qatfrqeTaewAATAT - 
surances of thoso who incul- gafy, 
cate that present sufferings 
are the causes of future en- 
joyment, but not likewise the 
veracity of those who thus 
inculeate. . 
(8) But the circumstances 14) UCRNT@: ee eww. 


of the sufferings voluntarily wep dgrat erat 
undergone by the first be- 3 v4 


Lovers in Christ were quite @wT<ermtrerwwafir | 
different. from the aecstig ae Raat fea wie, 
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Amt if in the present day any See: eerefaney 
believer in Christ, when called awa acuritg: 
upon to shjure his religion, 5 afd ia nul 
should prefer undergoing . 

death or other sufferings, then THEWATYIATTS faree- 
the sincerity of his profession yeu feafe | sree 
of Christianity is what would a sardterarcase 
be thereby proved: but suf- % 
ferings were undergone by wafttereargara Gur 
the first believers in Christ, “apratia qarengrara, 
in attestation of events which Frgy TeTyRT afeway 


they had themselves beheld, wat area? 53 
by their giving attestation iat > 


whereof the world was enraged aaa gtagdargrerenr- 
against them, and in respect TETYWUTHaCaRTaTE- 
of which they were under no i MTT fren, 
delusion ; whilst, on the alter- pate ~ 2s 
native of their being deceivers, J ut 
they could reap no fruit be- featrararg arpa 
sides the anger of God for wqreaftadagés aeif 
having obstinately borne tes- erat wrerfrern_| fH wert 


timony to a wilful lie. And frufaad w i 
by merely refraining from badd Dil iri tals 


bearing such testimony, they <tft wromeaft ge 
might have remained quietly, 9: 1 whtwraaa feafe 
clear of the sufferings which aye: wafudarther- 
they undewent. . Would men g! vty: : 
in such ciroumstances aseert OTT? sched " 

that they had seen what they Wits 4 ae wWeety- 
never saw? would they de- wat waa arg wager 


clare what they had no know- werd vewalt Tur ar- 
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ledge ‘of? and employ them- qaTyWeTyEreToeriy- 
solves in telling lies in order ee afraiy ram. 
to teach virtue? Further, 
not only having seen Christ ARTATE TATRA TTT. 
to be an impostor, but having @ATUW: TG | 1 THM 
seen also the result of such qaraft | 
imposture in his being put to 
death, how could they have 
persisted in bringing upon 
themselves, for nothing and 
with a full knowledge of the 
consequences, enmity, con- 
tumely, contempt, danger, and 
death, by obstinately carrying 
out such an imposture? It is 
impossible. 5 
(4) Now, in regard to the 181 ware: qewfier- 
doubt as to what proof there siz, ator ert 


is that sufferings were under- 2 
gone, in the way just men~ wrarehiere fet ara fereer- 


tioned, by the first promoters WETUTATT | 
of Christianity, we observe— 


APHORISM HI. 


sufferings Wuunrgreftranty - 
should be undergone fargrerts fart ew 


by the attesters of the miracles 
of Christ was likely, and more- aft sire eerwrierer- 


over that they were established S#RTTRAMUE M 8H 


by cumulative evidence. 
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(1) That is to say, it is (1 marie a gran: 
likely that they underwent wareal eypcreerearort- 
sufferings, because they were 

promulgators of a religion dis- eqUTet aT CTeT- 
tasteful both to the Jews and fefe warafr earetar fe 
to the rest of the world. For war: qardfararatwcee- 
the Jewish people, misconceiv- wardaarer wanit wr- 
ing the import of the Word of . bi 
God in the Old Testament, (#TSa Taaraitwrarft- 
looked for a Redeemer from @ ®t wirerefiae we 


temporal bondage, and not qragarzertfrnaara, t 


from the spiritual bondage of ° 

sin; while the Gentiles re- AE AHATS EME F- 
sented the Christian scheme fmate wypraratenar- 
of salvation because of: its re- wrafcercaenretie R- 
quiring the entire abandon- fa \ wfirg gaat: wt 


ment of man’s natural pride. _ 
Farther, that the Christians SS0e% Temoaret HT 


did suffer, is established by the Attanwerarcrat Tew: 
testimony of profano writers of frgfa 1 fergaferanat- 
good authority. Again, the wif quarererzaft e- 
writingsoftheChristiansthem- 

paisa anes evidence to the fa carfire warerit 
same effect. And these argu- Sarerftr | wregeur- 
ments are mutually independ- Srart wreTaafaw- 


ent, a8 each separately goes tO Seow firemreaeTWR - 
establish the probability of the 


one common conclusion that “T4! 
the first followers of Christ 
underwent sufferings. 


(2) Now, to the question 1% 1 Wargrwfcarard 
6 
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whether no. other miracle has Rafaynarefegiaary | 
been established by such evi- 
dence, we reply— 


APHORISM IV. 


Vatikettoot It is improbable > 2 
FEE et any flee atcey, TRINNY 
should have been adopted by waTThas + warafa gn 
‘witnesses of this kind. 

(1) “Is improbable,” etc. 4 \1 9 warm rE- 
For no false story of miracles qreftafiefiver wea- 
ever Aas been adopted by wit- 
nesses of this kind; and, fur- waren: arerfrrerfawar- 
ther, no other miraculous story WW TE ware 


whatever has been seen to be anfecagraftara4r a 
adopted by such witnesses, TET eETON . 
Such is the import. ma ‘ ™ 


B safe ara: 1 ; 
(2) Ifyousay, butwerenct 1% | WI Qeeargn- 


the miracles of Krighna, such eftarerfira wenmarat- 
as his lifting up the mountain 56, rads int 
of Govardhana, attested by 


witnesses such as attested the ATE Met wayUvlrera- 
miracles of Christ? We re- fa Qa | Aut fe warace 


ply: Not so. For, even sup- sf marfyqratarn: we 
posing them to be true, we re- — 


quire you to tell us, by what ate: Sefeqeafreren- 
persons, professing to have Crevanait Sara 
witnessed them, was even the xf qware_i 
slightest suffering undergone ‘ 
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in testimony of their belief of 
them ? 

(3) But, it may be said, 11 Wy Bat: em UT 
the Vedas are themselves proof Rare CT TTT iwerg 


[#e.causal of right knowledge], ; “ 
for they are divine ; and there- 4) peal: 


fore there is no need of an- WTrCrter qugda z- 
other proof to corroborate their ureerafyanret aar- 
authority, just as there is no wR | 

need of a lamp in order to see 

the sun. We olear up this 

doubt as follows :— 


APHORISM Y. 
ose, avitaee Inclaiming forthe Sere wanrnreettare 


caro Yell Veda that it is sclf- Weare WATERS: a 
evidently an authority, it is ac- re Wt 


knowledged in so many words 
that no evidence of its being 
an authority is producible. 

(1) Be it so ;—but, it may ‘Xt ita Fee wT 
be said, it suffices to establish are) adiwyrawfacg- 
the authority of the Veda that waq area! yatacd- 


it is in harmony with ail de- farent z f 


monstration, In the Bible, on 
the other hand, we are told aged are eratert efter 


that the world was produced wre: wafernr fa- 
out of nothing; while great afavet: we TS 


sages among the moderns— ffi i. 
such as Sir William Hamilton ™ c 


—seem to adhere to the tenet STETE AT MC MMTARTEY- 
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laid down in the 118th Apho- waefagrennaryige™l 
rism of Book I. of the Séa- 

kiya, ‘viz.: “ Betause that al 

which is possible is made out 

of that which is competent to 

the making of it.” 

[For the convenience of the English reader,- we 
cite here the remarks, above referred to, of Sir William 
Hamilton, at p. 585 of his Discussions. 

“When aware of a new appearance, we are wnable 
to conceive that therein has originated any new exist- 
ence, and are, therefore, constrained to think that what 
now appears to us under a new form, had previously 
an existence under others. These others (for they are 
always plural) are called its cause; and a cause (or 
more properly causes) we cannot but suppose, for a 
cause is simply everything without which the effect 
would not result, and all such concurring, the effect 
cannot but result. We are utterly unable to construe 
tt in thought as possible, that the complement of exist- 
ence has been either increased or diminished. We 
cannot conceive. either, on the one hand, nothing be- 
coming something, or, on the other, something becoming 
nothing. When God is said to create the universe out 
of nothing, we think this, by supposing, that He evolves 
the universe out of Himself; and, in like manner, we 
conceive annihilation only by conceiving the Creator 
to withdraw his creation from actuelity into power. 

ONL powe oreati 
De Nihilo, neque quod genitu ‘st ed Nil rovocari.” 


“ 


‘De Nihilo Nihil, in Nihilum Nil posse reverti’ 
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‘__. these lines of Lucretius and Persius enounce 
a physical axiom of antiquity, which, when interpreted 
by the doctrine of the conditioned, is itself at once 
recalled to harmony with revealed truth, and expressing 
in its purest form the conditions of human thought, 
expresses also implicitly the whole intellectual pheno- 
menon of causality. 

“%, The mind is thus compelled to recognize an 
absolute identity of existence in the effect and in the 
complement of its causes, between the causatum and 
the causa, We think the causes to contain all that 
is contained in the effect, the effect to contain nothing 
but what is contained in the causes. Each is the sum 
of the other. Omnia mutantur, nihil interit, is what 
we think, what we must think; nor can the change 
iteelf be thought without a cause, Our judgment of 
causality simply is: We necessarily deny in thought, 
that the object which wo apprehend as beginning to 
be, really so begins; but, on the contrary, affirm, as 
we must, the identity of its present sum of being, with 
the sum of its past existence. And here, it is not 
requisite for us to know under what form, under what 
combination this guantum previously existed; in other 
words, it is unnecessary for us to recognize the par- 
ticular causes of this particular effect. A discovery 
of the determinate antecedents into which a determinete 
consequent may be refunded, is merely contingent,— 
merely the result of experience; but the judgment, 
that every event should have its causes, is necessary, 
and imposed on us, as a condition of our human intel- 
ligence itself. This necessity of so thinking is the 
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Only phenomenon to be explained.” And he adda (at 
p. 691), “We cannot know, we cannot think a thing, 
except under the attribute of existence ; we cannot know 
or think a thing to exist, except in fime ; and we cannot 
tow or think a thing to exist in time, and think it 
absolutely to commence,”} 

(2) Again, Bishop Berke- 491 aur waifaraat sq: 
ley has brought forward co- gq, wera UTAATT- 
gent arguments to prove that > P 
the “matter”! which [you mfr aa 
say] is alleged in the Bible @av: sftratfeareraat- 
to have been brought from qpgairwraewarewttaa- 


non-existence into existence, : 
eaTaeng arufad are. 
neither exists nor could pos- |” 


sibly exist. fa warergareart | 
(8) In like manner Sir Wil 1 ¢1 tut faferaa_ ot 

liam Jones, who was versed serait sf qetterwataor- 

in the soriptures of the Hindiis anita arcaadfewsdeen. 


as well as in those of the 


Christians, appears to hold the AT#fY frarca: yateaa 

tenet of Kapila above cited. aftafegra tacit 
re tfa 

(Sir William Jones, at p. 367, vol. i: of his works, 

remarks that “the inextricable difficulty attending the 

vulgar notion of material substances, concerning which 

“+ We know this only, that we nothing know,’ 

induced many of the wisest among the ancients, and 

some of the most enlightened among the moderns, to 


1 See the question of “ Matter,” as regarda the philosophical terminology of the 
East and of the West, discussed in Appendix, Note A. 
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believe that-the whole creation was rather an energy 
than a work, by which the Infinite Being, who is pre- 
sent at all times, in all places, exhibits to the minds 
of His creatures a set of perceptions, like a wonderful 
picture or piece of music, always varied yet always 
uniform; so that all bodies and their qualities exist 
indeed to every wise and useful purpose, but exist only 
as far as they are perceived, a theory no less pious than 
sublime, and as different from any principle of atheism 
as the brightest sunshine differs from the blackest mid- 
night.””] 

(4) Why then am I bound 181 wary u fave q- 
to believe what Christians Par ws eusrearel wa 


themselves acknowledge to be 
impossible, and to .abandon Ra wer feferfn ret: 


my belief in the Veda, which @ fafafaw aqfirea- 
harmonizes with the evidence arerfteg qutewacha 


which commends itself to me, areaftse faweh- 
and the matter of which [as Wa 


Sus 
in the instances just cited} Wf giv warww | 
is accepted even by Chris- . 
tians? To clear up this prima 

facie view, we remark as fol- 

lows. 


APHORISM VI. 


It is not ’ : 
aeaqcnttrd 2 - 
that the Vedashould R ™ 
have been revealed by God, ®t! Cetawrarerarerm- 


Deeause, apart from trifles, it T frercergfgerearet f2- 
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reveals only such things as qeret afrquqqaeaTy 


-the speoulative intellect is dis- 
posed to arrive at without the Marae se 
sid of God’s word. 

(I say “apart from trifles,” because that to which I 
refer especially is the great tenet that only One exists, 
‘and that nothing but One ever really existed or will 
exist or could exist. To this conception, if not to this 
belief, every one, we think, must come, who, studying 
the mystery of being—by the bare light of his own 
reason—determinedly analyses and takes account of 
every thought and every term in the chain of: his 
speculation. I can articulate the term creation, and I 
may appear to attach a distinct idea to the term when 
I say that it means “ making out of nothing,” which I 
do hold it to mean; but is it possible for me to conceive 
that what is so made has in it a principle of existence 
‘which would sustain it for an instant if the creative force 
were withdrawn? I am not able to conceive this, I 
believe that, by a confusion of mind—or confusion of 
words—people may persusde themselves that they have 
a conception of it (as a child may imagine that it hasa 
clear conception of a round square); but I find in my 
inmost thoughts that I have not. Were there a with- 
drawal of the support of the One, I cannot conceive 
otherwise than that all that appeare must collapse—as 
the electro-magnet drops the load that it sustained the 
instant that it is disconnected from the source of its 
magnetic power. Can we call euch a thing a magnet—a 
real magnet? No; it only appears to be one through 
the influx of an adventitious power. The illustration is 
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an imperfect one ;—as what illustration, of the conception 
here spoken of, but must be? 

Now, while the speculative reason, fearlessly followed, 
brings us inevitably to the brink of that precipice of 
Pantheism over which the Vedintin would have us cast 
ourselves, here, I say, is a worthy occasion for the in- 
tervention of a benevolent Providence, if a benevolent 
Providence there be; and here, accordingly, a benevolent 
Providence Aas interposed]. 

(1) Theimportis this. Had (91 wey uta: | wna 
the tenets, that the Real is but wail aragerital wd far 
One,—that sin, misery, etc., 
are all illusion,—that Man ari ate wat carrie: 


himself is God, and so forth, fegrearat wart ayira 
been true, there would be no dycrmder arfa aTae- 


need of a divine revelation to irvferg ret 
teach them, inasmuch as these fay a: 


facts might have been ascer- WXS WHATA | TOY 
tained by the unassisted in- we wh RCATaRTY- 
tellect. But, though in Him, wy: weramtt sft ve 
the Almighty, we live and afewendtaafiesaarret : 


move and have our being, our 
destiny is at His disposal; Wi | Tara waTTaTe a 
and so, to set at rest such en- faqarat THA NSF SIUT- 
quiries as this, viz., what that o7: ofaq Shifeerert far- 
destiny, alternatively, must RAR safe h fa - 
be, and what are the conditions re 

by which that destiny is to be THA Kacifecaferr T- 
determined, a revelation was rq at waaaT Talewe- 
needed, and it has been given air 

by the Most High. 
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{Now, with regard to the declaration above quoted, 
of Sir William Hamilton, that creation, as usually defined, 
is unthinkable, we have to observe further, that “‘un- 
thinkable” is not synonymous with “ impossible.” As 
Sir William Hamilton remarks (at p. 596), ‘‘there is no 
ground for inferring 2 certain fact to be impossible, 
merely from our inability to conceive it possible.” Those, 
then, who prefer the ordivary explanation of the term 
creation, are not bound to surrender their view simply on 
the ground of our inability to conceive the possibility of 
such a thing. But, on the other hand, a Christian is 
just as little under any obligation to adopt that view; 
and a missionary among the Hindis will give himself a 
great deal of needless trouble if he insist on inculcating, 
as an essential element of Christianity, a questionable 
metaphysical dogma which he himself, in all probability, 
has only taken up by rote. St, Augustine wisely re- 
marks, that, ‘‘the opinions of philosophers should never 
be proposed as dogmas of faith, or rejected as contrary 
to faith, when it is not certain that they are so.” He 
draws this general conclusion from the more special case 
of questions of natural philosophy. “A Christian,” he 
says, “should beware how he speaks on questions of 
natural philosophy as if they were doctrines of Holy 
Scripture ; for an infidel who should hear him deliver his 
absurdities could not avoid laughing. Thus the Ohristian 
would be confused, and the infidel but little edified ; 
for the infidel would conclude thet our authors really 
entertained these extravagant opinions, and therefore 
he would despise them, to his own eternal ruin.” 

Moreover, those who, like the Pandits, can really brace 
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their minds to metaphysical speculation, are not to be 
overborne by those more lazy minds which cannot. Dr. 
Whewell somewhere acutely observes that when a dis- 
putant professes that he will have nothing to do with 
metaphysics, you may safely expect to hear him pro- 
pound some excessively bad metaphysics of his own, 
for which he arrogates an immunity from discussion. 
Now I have no sympathy with those (bad and most 
dogmatic of all metaphysicians) who profess to despise 
metaphysics, but great sympathy with those who would 
deprecate the raising of obstructions to mutual good 
understanding on the ground of points in metaphysical 
theory which are absolutely indifferent as regards prac- 
tical results. The thinker is not to be overridden by the 
talker, who insists that there is “‘ matter” (by which he 
means he knows not what), because, forsooth, language 
implies its existence. Language implies that there is 
redness in the rose, though no thoughtful person in Europe 
now believes that colour or any other secondary quality 
exists, as such, apart from a percipient mind. The 
Idola Fort, the fictions of the Market-place, are not 
entitled to the implicit deference in general so arrogantly 
claimed for them by the indolent and impatient, who, 
while, justly enough, professing that they have no turn 
for metaphysics, might advisably abstain from inter- 
meddling where a turn for metaphysios (and perhaps 
even more than this) is indispensable for usefulness.) 
(2) Now, to show how the TR we cate Frere 
foregoing considerations affect ym wreerery | 
the matter in hand, we assert 
that-— 
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APHORISM VII. 
(Deleme Granting to the TWETGTEATG THT 


qayecye: Vedintin that no- eavat qretfa aetfara- 
=~ thing of itseif exists angaad sfa sitrerare- 


besides the Ono, it neither , 
follows that a man ts the One, fara xf Sheeran: o- 


nor that. man’s endless course ST: SATaTMty CfA aT 
of existencedependsupon him- » fergfzy t © A 
self alone. 

[Since we here use the expression “ exists of ttself,” 
it is fitting that we should consider what is meant by 
saying that something “exists” in a different sense 
of the word from that in which something else exists. 
To quote the words of Berkeley (Principles of Human 
Knowledge, § 89), “Nothing seems of more import- 
ance towards erecting a firm system of sound and real 
knowledge, which may be proof against the assaults 
of scepticism, than to lay the beginning in a dis- 
tinct explication of what is meant by thing, reality, 
existence ; for in vain shall we dispute concerning the 
real existence of things, or pretend to any know- 
ledge thereof, so long as we have not fixed the mean- 
ing of those words.” 

Now, according to the Vedanta, “ Existence or being 
(satiwa) is of three kinds—1, Being, in its highest 
sense (paramarthika); 2, such as has to be dealt with 
(eyavaharika); and, 3, merely seeming (pratibhasika).* 


1 We quote from the Vedante-paribhasha, Chapter II. 


2 aren a ercerrfies & eererer fice a mrfirerrfere a 
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Of these, being, in its highest sense, belongs to God 
(e. soul or spirit); being, such as has to be dealt with, 
belongs to the ether [or space], etc.; and merely seem- 
ing being, belongs to the [merely seeming] silver, which 
is {in fact] mother-o’-pearl [mistaken for silver by a 
beholder].” The first of these is equivalent to substan- 
tial or independent existence, the second to phenomenal 
or dependent existence, and the third to deceptive 
appearance. Let us compare this with the views of 
Berkeley. In regard to the first kind of existence, 
Berkeley declares, “‘ From what has been said, it follows 
there is not any other substance than spirit, or that 
which perceives,”! Here we have independent exist- 
ence, But such an existence as this, Berkeley concurs 
with the Vedintists in denying to the objects perceived, 
To these (whose “esse” he holds to be “percipi’”) 
while he denies “an existence independent of a sub- 
stance,” contending that it is either a direct contra- 
diction, or else nothing at all, to speak of “the absolute 
existence of sensible objects in themselves, or without 
the mind;”? yet he does not deny a real existence. 
He says, “I can as well doubt of my own being, as 
of those things which I aotually perosive by sense, it 
being a manifest contradiction that any sensible object 
should be immediately perceived by sight or touch, 
and at the same time have no existence in nature, 
since the very existence of an unthinking being con- 
sists in being perceived.’ The third degree of existence, 

i Prinoiplee of Human Knowledge, § vii * Ibid, § xci, 

4 Tid, § xxiv, Tt must be remembered that mind and spirit, in Berkeley's 


Innguage, mean thesame thing. ‘This is not the case with WEL (mance) and WET, 
(Gtman) in Sanskrit. See ants, p. 23. * Teed, § \xxxvili, 
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inferior to this, he assigns to dreams and creatures of 
the imagination ; for, in comparison with these, he says, 
“The ideas of sense are allowed to have more reakiy 
in them, that is, to be more strong, orderly, and 
coherent ;””' and these, being impressed upon the mind 
“according to certain rules or laws of nature, speak 
themselves the effects of a mind more powerful and 
‘wise than human spirits.”* 

While Berkeley and the Vedintists, then, agree 
in holding that existence differs in its degrees, and 
agree also in allowing the first degree—viz., that of 
independent or substantial existence—to spirit alone; 
they differ—apparently at least—in their application 
of the term real, In examining this part of the ques- 
tion, therefore, we may expect to come upon some 
difference of opinion, such as shall imply, on one side 
or the other, an error requiring to be combated. But 
before proceeding to investigate this, let us take account 
of what has been ascertained. We have soen that 
the Vedantins, in allowing the rank of substantial exist- 
ence to spirit alone, hold the opinion which one of the 
most pious and thoughtful of Christian bishops advo- 
cated, not as merely harmless, but as a grand bulwark 
of the truth against the assaults of a debasing, mate- 
rialism. Verily, there seems to be anything but an 
obligation upon us to insist that the Vedantin should 
give up this philosophical belief, and accept at our 
hands, 2a something indispensable to his farther pro- 
gress, ‘an unknown quiddity with an absolute exist- 
ence,” the term designating which, Berkeley adds, 

» Principles of Human Knowledge, } xxii, ¥ Thid,§ xaxvi, 
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“should be never missed in common talk. And in 
philosophical discourses (he goes on to say) it seems 
the best way to leave it quite out, since there is not, 
perhaps, any oue thing that hath more favoured and 
strengthened the depraved bent of the mind towards 
atheism, than the use of that general confused term." 
With regard to the third degree of oxistence—that 
belonging to what presents itself in dreams, ete.—there 
is no occasion for our here remarking more than this, 
that the missionary is not likely to quarrel with the 
Vedintin for calling such things, in general, illusions 
rather than realities. What we are more particularly 
concerned about is the second degree of existence, which 
some of the Vedintins professedly, and the others too 
generally ix fact, degrade to the level of the third. The 
second and third degrees are in effect reduced to much 
the same level by the employment of the term vastu to 
denote spirit, and, on the other hand, its contradictory— 
a-vastu-—to denote all else. Now the word vas/u means 
a “thing,” and since a-vastu, therefore, means “not a 
thing,” the Vedintins are disposed to treat whatever 
comes under the name as being (in the familiar sense of 
the word) no thing,—or wnreal. They are, in fact, not 
disinclined to own the impeachment, against which 
Berkeley has in his own case so repeatedly protested, 
1 Third Dialogas, between Hyles and Philonous. We beg leave to remind the 
reader that we are not here professing curselvos follower of Berksley, nor urging 
any one to adopt his views. Wo aro simply conterned to show which of the Veddnta. 
tensta, by being Berksleian, are not in any way anti-Christian, and not therefore the 
points against which it wore wise to direct our efforts. Hence we are at present 
under no engagement to eatisfy the reader in regard to all: the diffioultion which. 
s theory may, at fret sight, appear to give cocasion for. More 


Berkeley’ : _ More objections 
than were likely to have occurred to euy single objector, Berkeley hinuelf has antisi- 
pated and replied to. His treatises are opon to all, and are not voluminous, 
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of holding that the phenomenal universe is delusive, 
because phenomenal and dependent. The Vedintins—ss 
philosophers—(for at present we are viewing them as 
speculative ontologists and not as assertors of a revela- 
tion)—would seem to have been duped by the word thing 
and its kindred term real. They chose to restrict the 
name of ¢hing to spirit, and-then jumped to the con- 
clusion that all else must be nothing, or nothing of any 
consequence. 

Waiving here the question of revelation, which does 
not fall within the present section of our argument, we 
would recommend, therefore, that, in reasoning with a 
Vedantin on his philosophical belief, he should be left in 
the undisturbed enjoyment of the opinion that there is 
no independent entity besides spirit,—that opinion being 
one which need not prevent his becoming as good a 
Christian as Bishop Berkeley. We should also leave 
hiin to think, for the present, as he may choose in regard 
to dreams or waking misapprehensions; but we should 
press him with the unreasonableness of holding that the 
phenomena of waking existence are beneath the notice 
of the wise, because, forsooth, they are not entitled to 
the name of vastu—the name of substance or thing. If 
phenomena have an existence ‘that must be dealt with” 
(vydvaharike), their importance will depend vpon our 
Telation to them ; and if it eo happen that our relation to 
them is to be eternal, it is idle to disparage their immense 
importance by dubbing them “ insubstantial.” Whether 
their relation to us ie to be eternal, and what relation 
our spirits bear to that Great Spirit whom we agree with 
the Vedantine in holding to be the sole independently 
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existent—the Setf-existent—are questions to be answered 
only by a revelation. 

Confining ourselves, for the present, to the considera- 
tion of ontological theories and terminology, we proceed 
to inquire what is the Vedintic conception of the relation 
of the phenomenal to the real. The Vedantists are some- 
times charged with holding that the phenomenal #s the 
real,—in other words, with material Pantheism. At the 
same time they are charged with the wildest extrava- 
gance, of an opposite description, in declaring that the 
Supreme is devoid of qualities, or, in Sanskrit, nir-guna. 
With regard to the relation of the real and the pheno- 
menal, no point appears to have occasioned more per- 
plexity to the European assailants of Vedantism than 
the employment of this term nir-guna, so frequently con- 
nected in the Vedintic writings with the name of the 
Supreme (Brahm). We find, for example, a zealous 
writer against Vedintism declaring that, ‘In any sense, 
within the reach of human understanding, he (Brahm) 
is nothing. For the mind of man can form no notion of 
matter or spirit apart from its properties or attributes.” 
And the same writer calls upon his readers to admire 
the extravagant notion that Brahm exists “ without 
intellect, without intelligence, without even the con- 
sciousness of his own existence!” Now, the reply to 
all this is, that the word nir-guna is a technical term, and 
must be understood in its technical acceptation. It 
means “ devoid of whatever is meant by the term guna,” 
and the term gusa is employed (as already explained at 
pp. xxxiv. xxxvi.) to denote whatever is phenomenal. 
In denying that anything phenomenal belongs constitu- 
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tively to the Supreme Being, the Vedantin speaks very 
tauch like Bishop Berkeley, and like other good Chris- 
tians whom Milton’s epic has not educated into a semi- 
conscious Anthropomorphism, Berkeley expresses him- 
self as follows :—“ We, who are limited and dependent 
spirits, are liable to impressions of sense, the effects of 
an external agent, which, being produced against our 
wills, are sometimes painful and uneasy. But God, 
whom no external being can affect, who perceives no- 
thing by sense as we do, whose will is absolute and 
independent, causing all things, and liable to be thwarted 
or resisted by nothing ; it is evident such a being as this 
ean suffer nothing, nor be affected by any painful sensa- 
tion, or indeed any sensation at all. We are chained to 
a body; that is to say, our perceptions are connected 
with corporeal motions. By the law of our nature wo 
tre affected upon every alteration in the nervous parts of 
our sensible body; which sensible body, rightly con- 
sidered, is nothing but a complexion of such qualities,’! 
‘and soon. The Vedfntin, in like manner, denying that 

“qualities” belong to the Supreme, declares, ‘““ We 
ought not to ascribe to Almighty God properties, attri- 
putes, or modes of being, which are the peculiar cha- 
racteristics of humenity, such as the faculty of vision,”? 
ete. In short, the Vedantin denies that the Supreme 
either has or requires either senses or bodily organs; 
and, holding that organs of sense or motion are made up 
of what he calls guna, as we Europeans in general say 
they are made up of what we prefer to call matter, he 

+ Berkeley's Third D: 


jislogue. 
2 The Zattwa-bodhini Patrikd—the Calcatia organ of the modern Vedintins— 
p. 113, 
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asserts that the Supreme is nir-guna, in very much the 
sense that we Europeans assert that God is immaterial. 
We say, guardedly, “in very much the sense,” and not 
simply “in the sense,” because the term guna denotes 
strictly, not the imperceptible quiddity “ matter,” but 
what Berkeley calls the sensible, or the sum of the objects 
of sense, Theologically, the Vedintin, asserting that 
the Deity is nir-guna, and the Christian, asserting that 
God is immaterial, are asserting the very same fact in 
terms of separate theories,—just as two chemists might 
make each the same assertion in regard to some indivi- 
dual specimen, while the one spoke of it as destitute 
of chlorine, and the other spoke of it as destitute of 
oxymuriatic acid. 

To say that “the mind of man can form no notion of 
matter or spirit apart from its properties or attributes,” 
is therefore no reductio ad absurdum of the Vedintic 
dogma that nothing of what is technically called guna 
enters into the essence of God. Take away everything 
of what is comprised under the name of guna,—that is 
to say, take away everything that is perceived through 
the orgens of sense, and take away every sense-organ, 
and take away all human feelings or mental processes, 
such as alarm, delighted surprise, recollection, com- 
putation, deduction—take away all this, and there 
remains to the Vedantin, not a mere empty substratum, 
but the One Reality, consisting of existence, thought, 
and joy, in their identity as an ever-existing joy-thought. 
This, whatever else we may think of it, is something 
very different from a substratum evacuated to non- 
entity. We ere accustomed to regard eternal existence, 
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wisdom, and blessedness, as atiributes of God. The 
Vedantin, on the other hand, instead of regarding these 
as attributes of God, regards them, in their eternal 
identity, es God himself! Instead of holding, as they 
have been so often acoused of holding, that God has no 
attributes in our sense of the term, they hold, in fact, 
that He is all attribute,—sheer existence, sheer thought, 
sheer joy, “as a lump of salt is wholly of uniform taste 
within and without.” So far is the conception of Brahm 
from being reduced to that of a non-entity by the 
Vedantic tenet of his being nir-guna, that, according to 
one of Vyase’s aphorisms, as rendered by Mr. Colebrooke 
(Essays, p. 352), “Every attribute of a first cause 
{omniscience, omnipotence, ete.), exists in Brahme, who 
is devoid of qualities.” It is rather strange that the 
oceurrence of this passage in Mr. Colebrooke’s well- 
known essay should not have sufficed to awaken a 
suspicion that the term “devoid of qualities,” must be 
employed in a sense other than that of an empty sub- 
‘stratum—a non-entity. The Vedantin, seeing no ooca- 
ion for any such vehicle of the joy-thought, never 
postulated any such. The empty substratum, the 
“nothing,” which they are fancied to place in the 
room of the Supreme, is precisely what, as a nothing, 
does not enter into their conception of the Supreme at 
all, It will readily occur to the reader that the Hindi 
coneeption of thought, as the ultimate ground of all, 
independently of any substratum beyond it, anticipates, 
in its own way, Hume’s extreme development of Locke. 


* Compare St. John’s expression, “God is love.” I do not suggest » parallelism, 
for the Vedintic enunciation is meant literslly. Ree ante, p. xxzvii. 
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The misconception to which we have now been 
adverting, furnishing, as it has done, seeming ground 
for'a charge which has been reiterated against the 
Vedantins under all the varied forms of remonstrance, 
taunt, anathema, and virtuous indignation, has, we fear, 
done much harm. It has ‘done much to confirm the 
modern Vedantin in his opinion that his European 
assailants are incompetent to appreciate his system, and 
in his belief that the creed pressed upon his acceptance 
by such assailants cannot have any solid claims on his 
attention. If it be asked why the Vedantin could not 
explain so simple 2 matter as this misconception to 
the person who blamed him unjustly, we reply, that 
the asker had better reflect what intense confusion of 
mind hes been egain and again occasioned, in every 
part of the world, by a mutual misunderstanding of 
a term when the two parties were not aware that they 
really misunderstood one another. People are alwaya 
too apt to fancy that it is in: regard to some opinion 
that they differ, when they only differ in regard to 
the employment of a term. 

Reverting to the charge of extravagance in the 
notion that Brahm exists “without intellect, without 
intelligence, without even the consciousness of his own 
existence,” it may be well to repeat here what the 
Vedantin means by the terms thus rendered. By intel- 
lect (or mind) he means an internal organ which, in 
concert with the senses, brings the human soul into 
cognitive relation with the external. This, of course, 
he denies te Brahm, who, as Berkeley says of God, 
“ perceives. nothing by sense a8 we do.” By intelli- 
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gence, again, the Vedantin means the conceptions of 
an intellect, as just defined, which, of course, cannot 
be present where an intellect, as just defined, is not. 
Finally, by consciousness, he means the individual- 
izing of one’s-self by the thought of “ego,” thereby 
implying an existent “non ego;” end with reference 
to what is the One sole existent thus to individualize 
Himself? The denial of Brahm’s “consciousness” in 
‘this sense, does not imply unconsciousness in the sense 
in which we employ the term. It merely implies that 
the one—who is not three as consisting of existence, 
thought, and joy,—is an existence, which existence is 
in the shape of thought only, and that thought an 
ever existent joy, which never really abandons (how- 
ever much it may seem to abandon) its absolute unity 
by shaping itself into the complex thought that “J 
am blessedness.” The practically important mistake of 
the Vedantin, as we have argued in the aphorism, is 
his assuming that what seems is of no consequence. 

But, it may be asked, is not this system—view it 
as you will—one of Pantheism? We admit that it 
is; but we would recommend that it be borne in mind 
that there is, es urged by Sir William Jones (see ante, 
p. 82), a great difference between the Pantheism which, 
in-—or rather across—all that if sees, sees God alone, 
and the Pantheism (more properly called Atheism) 
which, beyond what it sees, acknowledges no God. 
The condemnation due to the grovelling system last 
mentioned, it were idly mischievous cruelty to hurl 
against the Vedintin. The man who believes thet 
his spirit is in the same category with his digestion, 
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that his soul is a funotion of his brain, as the secre- 
tion of bile is a function of his liver, let us not, in 
common justice, insult the Vedantin by mentioning 
in the same breath with him. If the Vedintin be a 
Pantheist, he must be one of the other order, —a 
spirit of a far higher mood, erring though he be. Let 
us be cautious, too, lest we condemn him on a charge 
which he repudiates. Two expressions, familiar in the 
Vedanta, are usually cited in contending that the Ve- 
dantin confounds the Creator with the creature, viz., 
the Vedic text, “All this is God,” and the illustra- 
tion of the spider spinning its web from its own body. 
The passage in the Veddnta-sdra, where the illustration 
of the spider ocours, we render as follows :—‘ Thought 
(ie. Deity] located in qjnana [ie. in the aggregate of 
the phenomenal], which has the two powers [of obsour- 
ing the light and of projecting its own shadow’), is, in 
virtue of itself, the efficient cause, and, in virtue of 
what it is located in, the substantial cause; as the 
spider is in itself the efficient, and in virtue of its 
body [—which body is not the agent, but the locus of 
the agent—] the substantial cause, as regards that pro- 
duct [which we call] its threads.”* Now, as no one 
charges the man who says that the spider made its 
web from its own stores, with saying that the web is 
the spider, so we think that no one is justified in de- 
ciding that the Vedantin says ‘The world is God,” 
on the allegation that the Vedantin virtually does say, 


3 Be ante, ps xaxri- a 
aererareray aati i Serge eT TTT 
werner ret 
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God .made the world out of stores of His own.” 
‘What were those stores? They are, in the creed of 
the Vedantin, just what amount to the sense of the 
word power, the word éakt, the recognised synonyme 
for the aggregate of the phenomenal, for the ayndna, 
—i.e, for that which is not God.' 

But the reader will be ready to exclaim, how can 
we be said to be unfair in assuming that the Vedintin 
says “The world is God,” when there is no dispute 
that a Vedanta text declares, ‘‘ All this is God?” We 
reply, that there is a distinction between “the world” 
and “all this,” which, however wire-drawn it may. 
seem, yet requires to be recognized. “The world” is 
the display of the phenomenal. It is not thts, as we 
have shown from the Vedinta-séra, that the Vedantin 
regards as God. But when he looks on the phenomenal, 
the Vedantist feels that an unchangeable reality must 
underlie this changeable; he recognizes, through the 
phenomenal veil, the one reality; and if he exclaims, 
“AW is God,” is the exclamation necessarily profane ? 
Understood as we have put it, the phenomenal being 
ignored as a reality, we think it is not. He only says, 
“All that is real in this. visible is the God who is 
invisible” I have discussed this again and again with 
learned Hindiis, and I here state my conviction that 
those who condemn the Vedantins as Pantheists on 
this particular ground, would in like manner condemn 
St. Paul, if—not recognized as St. Paul—he were to 
reappear, declaring explicitly what was implied in his 
asserting of God that in Him “we live and move and 
have our being.” 1 Soe ante, 9. xxxili. 
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In making these remarks, we have been regarding 
the system under its philosophical aspect, and we have 
therefore sought our data in the systematic treatises 
of the school. But there is in Bengal a modern sect 
of Vedantists—to our mind not the least interesting 
among the followers of the Vedes— who deny the 
authority of the systematic treatises, and allow of no 
appeal except to the Vedintic portion of the Veda 
itself. We cannot reasonably dispute their right to 
take up this position. The claim is not other than 
that which Protestants asserted at the Reformation,— 
the privilege of having Scripture as their rule of faith 
and not uninspired dictation. The removal of the con- 
test from the champ-clos of the systematic treatises to 
the wide and diversified region of the Upanishads, is, 
indeed, inconvenient for those who would rather meet 
their man than hunt him. But the challenger cannot 
claim the choosing of the ground, and the missionary 
who heartily seeks the conversion of these men will seek 
it vainly if he shirk the task, however irksome, of ex- 
ploring the field where alone the Vedantists of modern 
Bengal will consent to be found. He must try to 
take accurate account of the Upanishads; that is to 
say, he must not content himself with picking out a 
few of the passages: which are most open to ridicule, 
but he must endeavour candidly to understand what it 
is, in these treatises, that satisfies the modern thinkers 
of Bengal. The study, if entered upon in a mocking 
spirit, might at least as profitably not be entered upon 
at all. ae 

Tn the aphorism on which we have been comment- 
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ing, we.affirm that, even granting that nothing of stselj" 
exists besides the One, it neither follows that a man 
is the One, nor that a man’s eternal destiny depends 
upon himself alone. 

(1) But [the Hindi may 14) aq aft Marea: 
ask] if the identity of the arartrenrctaa fafira® 
human soul and the divine < 
soul be denied, then of what We Mee wqdaty wet: 
nature do you hold the human fet TeITaTyTerary | 
soul to be? In regard to 
this doubt we declare as fol- 
lows. 


APHORISM VIII. 


Human souls, otarerat atfe®.saa- 
Ste, will weer eget 8H 
have no end. 


(1) If it be said that in wn fem 
that case there is 2 contradic- Lvl wit 
tion to a necessary rule, viz, TATTR farrfirafaifa fr 


that whatever had a begin- Gafacru tft Sa | are 
ning must have an end, we qfyea wrararart i Y- 
reply: Not so; because there fra i 

; ne afargiirarata- 


is no proof that such is the 
necessary rule, and because Rae waa! TEAS: 


the blank assertion of it can AMWATETS STATTATT- 
be set aside by & blank de- pagrenfife wwuenft<- 


fe 


nial, and because, es in the 
46th Aphorismof BookI.of tho SWTRTAC ETE TY TW 


Sankiya Pravachana, so here WTA! afte vin qe 
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too we may say, this [—that warotfyara_ we The a- 
nothing can be endless which we: @ atararedare- 
had a beginning—] is, “a mere i 

denial on the part of unintel- wrare chee gered Taf 
Tigent persons.” Further, Saw*y a wafereefa wa- 
God, who is able to sustain fa fewrafira’t aa aa: 
for one moment those whom werthateernanrays - 


he has created, can with equal 
ease sustain them during an aerfiraa wet qatward- 
eternity. The question only atfeastaceufaaferdt - 


remains, whether or not He graye afar qua 
chooses to do so, To this we ~ 

roply, that, in the book which Sf! 7 Ware eteTa 
we hold to be the revelation STHAITS FF arafafa | 
of the will of God, we are 4 We! arettafery- 


informed of the promise of aTpRTae argurgreft- 
God that Hoe will sustain the fi @ dtfae- 


human soul in existence : 
through etemity. But the 8 Weaararaqearat 
doubt is not to be entertained awary aaTaTafag- 
whether there be any proof canfi: wd frefierera, 
that that book reveals the ig NM 
will of God, for we have 

already discussed the esta- 

blishment of the authority of 

that book by the argument 

from miracles, and by the tes- 

timony of competent persons 

who underwent suffering in 

this world solely for the pur- 

poseof attesting those miracles. 
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(2) Now we bring forward 121 qa qerawtee 


another proof that the Chris- awa reer 
tian religion is from God. am 4 


APHORISM IX. 
‘ The Christian re-  wfaargfneurarés q- 


rote. 7 ligion is established grerwel: garrerrficit 
by the evidence of prophecy. afinea 


(1) If you say, but if pro- | Riary aie after: 
phecy be asign of authority, ararefery aweagt- 
then why should not those rere: aft 
lists of kings, which were : 
drawn up in the Purdnas be. fragt Tredaraeh fafa 
fore those kings came into fa 4 fawraqrw wafafi 


existence, be worthy of our :, 
belief? We reply: Not s0; et Cmte re 
pecause we see there nothing RTA: FAGTTATY - 
to determine whether these 41 44 SUC uray afa- 
lists of kings were drawn up Raa fafireraareatarat 
before the kings came into 

existence, or whether they 

were interpolated in the 

Puranas afterwards. 


(2) Now wo state what 181 Wy Quuretten- 


peculiarly distinguishes the . 
Christian miracles [from the fragfinat sururcd 2 
miracles of the Purdg2s)}. aa! 
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APHORISM X. 


pmuem, ‘The prophecies qgwdetwat wfrag- 
realymet. which establish wu: wera: gd ‘a 
Christianity were made before : 


the advent of Christ, because wert qe fewet THe 
they are found in the sacred @rat waaaigrenaar- 
books of the Jows, who are up RATA Re Ht 
to this day the enemies of 
Christ. 

(1)"That is to say,—tho ¢0t awrfe aplrfirfin 
prophecies regarding the fawarenr wedraweyr- 
Messiah, to be found in the q@eq qiefae were 


Old Testament, the Scripture ‘ 
of the Jews, represent the ufaagnat ew fa- 


Anointed One under the seem- WaTeat fafererg: fereer- 
ingly irreconcileable charac- warquefed qe uftrarg- 
ters of a conqueror and a suf- afyq uedtars ara 


ferer. But the Jews, eager ; 
for deliverance from the TTTRIRTS wat aft 


tyranny of strange governors, STHWATAT: SYA aad 

looked only for 2 Messiah who wT aTtiTy arirfar- 
e 

should cause the overthrow of fas iterate? 1 at 


their enemies. When Christ 


came on earth, to suffer, and qer own wee 
to conquer sin, death, and ACS TTA ys 
hell, then the Jews denied gata aqt oedtarera 
that this was the Christ’s . s 

office; —to this day ep ee fatatiry: boos 
look for a temporal deliverer. wrt wen fee Cos 
Yet when the matter is con- WAR TOY faurdar- 
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sidered, it appears clearly @ qetea witet aq 
that the prophecies do not in wftergwa: aw fe- 
every respect consist with <a 
merely triumphant and “tem- sear wh fars 

poral deliverer; but they find 4 Wet: dare argafar 
in every respect their fulfil- qeaftag at: wheat: 
ment in the history of Christ. _«. 

qeat wrgafer 


(2) The veracity of the aftrraad . 
Jewish Scriptures, of ‘which x a a 
‘we possess volumes transcribed a ferferrrat yascat 
several hundred years ago, as AUT HTUTSWRaaTTET- 
well as translations into hun- qrereyra vera xfean- 
dreds of languages—so that, £ Qeata 7 
even if an invention, yet, like ware sf wet 
theVedas, with their[volumin- STE: werdrtherenfean®- 
ousand various |commentaries, # Wfeqawarat weet 
they could not be supposed to aryearca: 
be a recent invention—is cor- apeaia i f ' 
roborated by fresh evidence, . * 
through tho discovery of cities MATA watat wardtat y- 
[such as Nineveh] which had Sa arat watendfarfini- 


disappeared under the sands aadtifiar are wite- 
of the desert, exactly where 


the Scriptures describe thom “TCA wrt fretraet- 
to have stood in all their TOUTMHage te we s- 
pomp, and where the prophets qeargrufirerareenty 


declared that they would be- agg uadcteonfifie- 


come an uninhabited waste. 
‘And the predictions in regard ®RST Wtrergwererare- 
to the Jews themselves fur- UTYX WATATHCH | w- 
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nish further proof of the vera- ef serfa aren wet 


city of the book. The exist- ware sidtty wtararar 
ence of this people up to the 


present time, throughout all wer ma: wareraryfars- 
nations, and yet comming- ' 
ling with none, is a standing 
miracle. 

(3) Tf it be said that the 1 Qt my wfterquet sw 
prophecies are no evidence, fegafeverders vare- 
because they are of obscure fat ee efeanz iver 


and doubtful meaning, we * . 
reply: Not so; because the THUMATCUTY ager: 
obgeurity of their meaning nace afeevardaret- 
may have been designed to wamrara ire arf aff. 
baffle attempts at their ficti- eh 

tious fulfilment. “No pro- wag: Ba Were TE: 
phecy is of private interpro- Ufa adreretfararefirer- 
tation,” for all the prophecies yazegret aaret ufaa- 
areseverally explained through . 

the manifestation, on the ful- KS Sa rea 
filment of the matter, that 


each really was a prophecy. 
(4) Now, it were fruitless | y | wawcea Ware- 
to bring forward evidence that ° Aaa 


a particular book contains a 
revelation of the will of God, wCwTHRTERe FATIH: 


if evidence have not been eam faewefettucew 
shown that there # 8 Gods tema) aadceR 


80 we have to consider whe- : a 
ther there bea God. Accord. ATT! 4 AE ve 


ing to the teaching of the TAWeWa TeAT wife 
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Vedanta,’ there is really no ufe fe wyacmatin- 
will. of God; for if by the # afe aq feerrarwed 


word God, is meant Brahm, 3 aay f 
then that consists of know- . - 


ledge only, and is what is THI AN cr twrs- 
meant by the word Vedaitself. arya eft waraft Qara- 
And the Veda cannot be the Raa cary a 


revealer of the will of God, 

else we should find a duality ; Rererara | 
whereas, according to the 
ereed of the Vedantin, there 
is no distinction between the 
Veda and the Lord. 

(5) Again, according to the . 
Sankhya creed, there is no 181 fe era s 
need of acknowledging a Lord, VWacaary were ar- 
since everything is accounted ft WeavaT NAVE T- 
for by Nature, the unintelli- g@arqqe: | wAaracr- 


gent maker of worlds. In 7: 
reply to these opinions of the 2 eRe 


Vedanta ana the Sinkhya we frirat varfe waerat- 
have this to say,—that if it faftwe-arert wrgaa 
be not agreed that there ex- t arwrararereerci- 
ists anything besides Brahm, ie ; 

then there is no foundation farcreerreraftt: | 
for the employment of argu- afe fe afyarefaat 3- 
ments, ‘either affirmative or crf aafa eraate aa 
negative. If there is any real gargg wretarmnfce- 
Vedantin in the world, then = . 
to argue with him would be “38S STA | age 
like arguing with » child or a STEpTTaMTATETTary- 
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madman. In the words~of ufirg’’ aretfivere ay. 
the 26th Aphorism, Book L., aretrerenfte- 
of the Saakhya Pravachana, bl poh 

“There is no acceptance of ) 
the inconsistent ; else we come 
to the level of children, mad- 
men, and the like.” 


(6) We commence, then,a 1) WH wrrentdfg- 


separate Book, in order to sree & farerat aq 
establish that the Creator | ‘ Nes 


of the world is intelligent: a a Faringhafernrt 
point acknowledged by the aTgrarer nfafeg aaeqr- 
Naiyiyika, but denied by the Uferererararncearcaa l 


Sénkhya Institute, which is 
the vestibule of the Vedinta.’ 


2 Soe p. xviii. 
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BOOK ITI. 


NATURAL THEOLOGY. 


Now, following out the ar- aw frargufcs ats. 
gument already cited a8 CUr- i erate ary Tene aH: 
rent among the Natyayikas, i 
vir, that the caxth, with its Werdtat wwii are 
sprouta, ete., had a Maker, daaraeiiefreweay - 
because it is a product, and it fafgfterqare Rarfers- 


could not be made by the like ware eT Ware ts 
of us; so that one different 


from us, a God, must be its re era freraret 
Maker,—wo first set forth the frererfit 1 

principle on which the argu- 

ment is based. 


APHORISM I. 
a pr ; = areremreat eae farereyey - 
e Cause of sreroearerreance 
world operates intelligently, 
because we see means ‘adapted agisrft feat THA 
te the production of ends. 
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(1) Now, in opposition to 141 wa wufatargfx- 
the Sankhyas, who say that i ereree orErare- 
the world is not made by one = irewfe ate: 
operating intelligently, be- bbls ey 
cause Nature alone may, un- aafagit WTS TAT- 
consciouslyand spontaneously, Y weet sat were afy- 
construct the world, just as gaarfttafitafata aan: 
the milk spontaneously and 
unconsciously becomes devel- STR ATE | 
oped in the udder of the cow 
for the sake of the calf, we 
declare as follows :— 


APHORISM II. 


amstunn [We reject the gerenfag: Wre a- 


~ argument of the gry : Wewarera- 
Sankhya) because the illus- - 


tration is not a fact; for it is ware Ra 
quite impossible that the milk 
should exert itself spontane- 
ously for the sake of the calf. 


{1) In explanation, let this Ri TaTMAALaT 
story be heard by the atten- 


tive:—A certain king’s son, “ Sula afaxterg- 
observing that, always at the aftai ayer Romane fa- 
time of his hunger’s becom- fawag wfafeaaftenra- 
ing sharp, a variety of food, 

brought by the hands of his 

immediate attendants, is set TT aed ae Ua 7a 
before him, fancied that cooked Wa Xft Wa ata arog 
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develope ‘itself spontane- wear warey ay wTae 
ously Sor my sake, and he ex- afaraatre a faritw 
pressed himself to this effect : 
before his attendants. But WTS: | TY Fare wa 
they, having smiled to one ATaw yuacrwar fafear- 
another, instructed him as fol- at frearat wafacad 


lows :—“‘ Prince ! this food is spree fi ; 
the result of arrangements es- bell 


tablished by the will of the 77Wart gefata nea 
king, thy father; for nothing wae sft aaregreafanc- 
unintelligent, such as a jar or afggftar Srrare aT 


a web, is ever seen to exert 
: frau hicene- 


itself spontaneously.” Just : 
80, too, in the case in hand, SE waft wfererg 
does a melancholy smile come TTHEMTA, waqareg 


over the face of the wise when at: area swat fay: 


they hear the Sankhyas fool- ‘< 
iahly saying, as if in omula- Tt TS SParet wre we 


tion of this king’s son, that Sf! 
the preparation of the calf’s 
food is independent of intel- 
ligence, and spontaneous, in- 
stead of being effected by a 
Divine Foreseer for the accom- 
plishment of a proposed end. 
(2) But (the Sankiya may 181 WU Wa: qeriiag 
the soul is itself Divine: wara: waftafirere oa- 
so that, claiming the services : s, WERITWT- 
of Nature, it is competent to ASE See 
eréate the world; and though "™ arf withers 


ithein the bonds of Ignorance, ATHVTT RTE wfteaaefy 
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it may recognise its divinity <rerywem_) warty afy- 
through instruction by a fit xTaGNY sano re 
person, as was the case with . 

: : uftarfta: wate a. 
the king’s son [in the story 
given under Aph. I. Bk. IV., C4 @ftat se ware Kae 
of the Sankhya Pravachana}, Rrearara sre a Aree 
as follows: —“A certain king’s qrat afyqaray: wat- 
son, in consequence of his be- waft aad crega 


ing born under the star of the 
tenth [and unlucky} portion sehft  e wer efirera et 


[of the twenty-seven portions wrerrftrerst trent ati 
into which the ecliptic is di- a crpaTastaraeraa TI- 


vided by astrologers], having sarah wataricy- 
been expelled from his city, 


and reared by a certain for- S8TA aftqeronrster- 
ester, remains under the im- franmrgrrael wate ¢- 
pression that ‘I am a forester.’ arefUstae ara we- 
Having learned that he was waftrart areer ayrTar- 


alive, a certain minister in- 


formed him, ‘Thou art not a zeaft mga wey aft: 
forester: thou art a king’s WOU: darted wae- 
son,’ Just as he, immediately, eqaqraeran fa fire- 


having abandoned the impres- — 
sion of his being an outcast, ba fafcRece- 


falls back on his royal condi- wafeft Sa) wire | 
tion, saying. ‘I am e king;’ aTg aan ay wafe- 
80 too it [the soul], in conse- eyferfa 2 Perarerer- 
quence of the peas of sa 
some kind person, to the effect f 2 AUIS Sa 
that “Thou, who didst origi- 4! Sf Tagyt Tage: 
nate from the First Soul, which @arfraa tft ve Treg 
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misnifests itself merely a3 pure 
‘Thought, art thyself a portion 
thereof,’ having abandoned the 
impression of Nature [or of 
being something material and 
phenomenal], falls back upon 
its own character, saying, 
‘Since I am the son of the 
Deity, I am myself Deity, and 
not something mundane and 
different therefrom.’ And so 
it is needless to postulate any 
deity besides the soul.” If 
you say all this, I reply : [Not 
so], for such a story proves 
nothing, the illustration and 
the thing illustrated being 
alike groundless. For that 
prince was a prince by con- 
vention—prineehood [indepen- 
dently of the consent of others] 
being a fiction. In like man- 
ner the fruits of soul’s works 
are dependent on the will of 
Another; not dependent on its 
own fancies as to its inherent 
divinity. And that Will on 
which soul’s treatment is de- 
pendent cannot bethat ofa Na- 
ture which is [devoid .of will, 
being] devoid of intelligence. 


werre}atte | ate fre 

aduenia wratiarit- 

anfa aq errenTfate- 

Gaeta | are at 

wa adwefrarfa-et 

wrasgaran: saert wa 
\ 
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(3) To make this matter 191 wea fave od 
clear, we cite the doctrine of wt nearerararewsia- 
the Naiyayikes (Gautama, ; 
Bk. L, Aph, X1} to the effoot, Taferweraiatt Werf 
that effort [or volition, pra- areraa sfx dicts 

as it is a property of fea swreretfa engifergt- 
soul only, is therefore evi- wfregeaareft | 
dence of it, in opposition to ~ 
the decision of the Sankhyas 
(Kapila, Bk. III, Aph. 59), 
to the effect that “Though 
she be unintelligent, yet Na- 
ture acts, as is the case with 
milk,” 


APHORISM III. 


cPustaie Desire, aversion, {~™TeqTeA Gags - 
ont effort, enjoyment, erent fey 
suffering, and thought, are a ee 
the mark of soul. 

(1). And each of these 1% 1 UtaTe naa ferg- 
severally is to be understood Tree " 
to be a mark. And thus it eee TAR sili 
is rightly declared by the 3 . 
Natyayikas that the doctrine faftwrt ararary aa- 
of an unintelligent Nature’s aiifa Senfwarm awe! 
working with a view to a * 
special end, is untenable be- 
eause self-contradictory. 

(2) But [it may be said) | RI Wa waTeTarTfngy- 
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though this may be held in- % sfq weaT aie yae «- 

consistent with other evidence, wfaQdreerefniter A 
et that Nature does work 4 

tpeceebuaty with a view to <fuaray wafa yaw fa- 

a special end can be gathered Tafa i 

from the Veda. This prima 

Sacie view we repel [in the 

words of Vijnina Bhikshu, 

commenting on Aphorism 9, 

Book I. of the Sankhya}. 


APHORISM IV. 
cannot be}, arfuaand @ay sfa a 


“for it is an esta- 
plished ‘maxim that not even STW8ARf arrere.o 8 


the Veda can make one see 
sense in what is absurd.” 


(1) Well, it has been laid . f. 
down [in Aph. 1 of this Bk, '%! TUT wesrater® 


TIL] thet, through our secing WERT efrarae sara, 
the adaptation of means to afyerrar afegdare 
ends, it is demonstrated that avait fraps aaaret- 
there is an intelligent Maker 2 ——s 
of the world. We proceed to 

show how it is that His intel- 78 ¥teqaratafguare: 
ligence [or designingness] is wewitt | rarfy 1 an, fa- 
thus proved by our seeing in of% warenj.we fag a 
the case before us the employ- . F a: id f 


ment cf means adapted to ends. 


To explain [in words adapted Wate afe avagufig 


HINDU PHILOSOPSY. 87 


from those of Lord Brougham’s arq qd wiiired ay 
Disoourse, p. 32]:—A the- arerngafrerstaartig - 
ologian, on seeing any pur- fat ag 

pose manifestly accomplished, ate TT ER. 
always reflects as follows:— Fewatersaet uftge 
“If I myself desired to per- erarqarara, faerdtar- 


form this operation, and were aretaaa, gat war 


acquainted with the laws on 

which its performance de- 7 Lal stag fagiar 
pends, should I accomplish it Chrwenremirea few - 
by any other means than the Sararaartargareraa- 


means here seen to be em- if 

ployed for its accomplishment? = RY ferent 
Tf not, then it is clear that frmifer | 

some intelligent agent, pos- 

sessing a knowledge of what 

is required to be done for the 

production of this result, has 

employed those means in pro- 

ducing the result.” 


(2) Having thus shown the , Rte arate rarer 


scientific ground of the deci- 
sion that the employment of Torre gfayiaa- 


means with a view to an end fag: arate Wet Brey 
presupposes intelligence, now wifaat amr at afarer- 
desiring to set forth a narra- arers wafira - 
tive illustration to exemplify t 

the ground thereof popularly, ©*4t | 

we state the illustration in an 

aphorism. 
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APHORISM V. 
fae As a boat. : area wt 


(1) And the narrative re- ; 
gerding the boat is this, eg. (Rt Trrurae cfrer 
‘When a man of the woods, wary war aat fae 


having arrived at the bank of : 
Teat we 
a river, beholds the branch of were are 


a tree carried down by the RI wears Teqren: 
stream, then perchance he waereafy qT yaaa 
reasons thus: “This tree, the egy were reer aR a 
bauk having been undermined wedurie fa 
by the stream, having fallen mre fra : 
into the current, and having aferrworet sea w 
been stripped of all its leaves wa fa aaufa wet 


by friction with the bottom, cfyaq fawe frercef® | 
is borne along by the water :” 

not reflect upon the case. But Wifrrearara arerarefs 
when he perceives a boat, <fyat we acaly erfery 
‘deserted by its crew by reason wara N : 
of a squall, floating on the 2 bs ‘) 7 
water, and, after coming to- © eT orafereareg ser 
wards him, stranded on the # fercafa wuq dara 
bank, then, having his curio- fowrercrar fowweet, 
sity excited, he considers that a = a . 
structure. ‘This structure, : 

which, by reason of its having MT? saved @farrenree: 
a hollow form, is buoyant like WaWfzat sft Quraafir 
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a hollow jar, has its lower erpfar tTsrs a - 
portion composed of planks ae © 


‘ok -, WT BUSTS: UT. 
joined together, so that being x 

very light it may float. And @&e Sfeam: wf wer ® 
staves are arranged on both wreCaTat Taate qee- 


sides, moveable and with gl euanrararfiry =. 
flattened ends, “so that these 


if put in motion would cause aritnf wesgety. 
this [vessel] also to move. Stftqearet wk wartk 
And places for sitting are qa | WITT VTE 


seen, convenient for the per- ; 


wa: TaTATETTATY- 
sons who are to pull the pro- ; 
pellant staves, And staves Tararns: fefeia: 
are fitted inside, at such a Sfin arent Qadtqgeare- 
distance from the seats as is y uray genre fire 


exactly proportioned to the fawaiememiti gdfcht 
meagure of an ordinary man, % 


80 that the rowers, by resting wat aafrargaae ha 
their foot firmly against these, UTaaTigwateedarcer- 
oa Se oa Sr sft warta dura: 
their strength.” ma. 2 : — 
this, without going into the Ge ettwedruwel 
question of the sails, the mast, wetitn gig qa ert swift 
the rudder, ete., even the man fafeyrrf t 

of the woods decides with 

certainty that— “Therefore 

this structure was evidently 

.made by some one intelli- 

gently, with the design of 

accomplishing such an end as 

This.” 
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»(2) So, pray, in the com- 1 1 mea fF wrecey- 
Position of the bodily paris of amérorertet oat 
plants and animals, is not the 
extraordinariness of the em- erret tana renter 
ployment of means adapted to Wrataral waht 
ends even more striking than qeyeharearane aresTe ~ 
the extraordinariness which Sas 
belonge to the above-described CS ETwareN Ft at Ferm- 
composition of parts in a boat ? Fores afvavarthar 
Or, in the way shown in the aparawtuefaercterreren- 
Muktavali [as oited in Bk. 1, (aR fafirad Ga wrat- 
Aph. V,, § 4], is not this earth f ate: 
with its vegetable growths, 3) 
ote., distinguished above arti- MUNTTURaT THT TTR- 
ficial things by endless dis- @<t sefifa wet fagut 
tinctions, so that here there Te ] 
must be a pre-eminent Lord, ast ste 
possessing supramundane 
Imowledge and power, who 
makes use of means with a 
view to ends? Let not this 
be regarded by the intelligent 
as a superfiuous repetition. 


8) But then, if it be said, 
Fd lone ong ihe VR ay Ry TART 
of the character above stated, WASTEQMnaTTE: TTR 
still, how can it be proved w@aenrfa aire sear- 
that there is a Trinity of Per- ra nef susqegr 
J 


sons in that One God, as as- 


serted in Bk. 1.,Aph.VIL, we © que weedtere- 
reply: This, like theother mys- WTICaTarhy free: x- 
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tories of the Christian religion, wa: 1 WU APRTET aT 


is matter for consideration. 
ASCLATTA TTA TH 
- Now, therefore, although the 


mind of man is incompetent to & sfe carafe dean: T- 
clear up the several mysteries THITTS faierd wau- 
of this religion, we commence qPETARTTHA | 

a Fourth Book for the purpose 

of discussing, briefly and to 

the best of our judgment, tho 

Christian mysteries. 
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BOOK IV. 


OF THE MYSTERIOUS POINTS IN CHRISTIANITY. 


Now, beginning to speak of wa weaacwe firdy- 
the mysteries of the Christian AITHRTH: WANTS: 
religion, -we first state, as fol- bi) 
lows, the doctrine of the divine wafegrerardt area 
Trinity. 


APHOBISM I. 
x ee re -wedtawninra aa t- 


we are told that 
the Father is God, so also ia ©! FAT @ Wa yw wT 
the Bon, and go also the Holy 7¥ ¥frwratfa veut ua 
Ghost, and further that there Yaafe wy agaafent 
is but one God; but we are warn 
not told how this is to be ex- * 
plained. 

(1) If irra eps VU rere erate 
out the doubt—how is thi Frevtadit tere - 
possible, —to be in the shape of - a xt 
three, and yet one? this is 7 I TE 
our first reply. IF the truth Wf area, ytwafiefir: 
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of the Christian Scriptures has WQtewagreae Ware 


been established by the pre- @- < 
ceding arguments, and if these ee nyeeTe Nea cs 


contain statements which in- marenerareret aft a: 
form us of a unity in trinity, quae sepa sft 
then, though it be not stated arfy qeafa sarearaal 
in the Scripture how this is 

to be explained, yet these 

statements must be in some 

way reconcileable. 


(2) Our second answer is 121 feared wad afr 


this. If it be hard to conceive 
how the One God subsists in © WewCReren eft g- 


Three Persons, it is ashard to We Twetfe cra wrfe- 
conceive how the One Eternal fourm afaazaat wrat- 


Spirit has produced human Sara wasnt <- 
thinking souls personally dis- pas 2, = v 
tinct from Himself ;—yet this “| festa stare 
distinct personality is proved aterdtorrarta fry: ' 
by the separate self-conscious- 
ness of souls severally. 

(8) Our third answer isthis. 11 witayret afg 


If the Vedantins say that it is qraterfary wraarTt 
the One Sole Spirit which is : 
musnifested in the form of all SSTS8e TwwTs wx- 


human souls, then what stum- fer af€ ort teafe- 
bling-blook is there in the way Erere Vare HK away 
of their acceptance of the doc- fe 3¢ ware war 8- 
trine of the Divine Trinity? bay , 

For if the one doctrine have *** 7% ware few 
been accepted by them on the wate: ware aay aq 
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authority of the Veda, thenthey xara ya warfinareac- 
ought to be prepared to accept wader : vain 
the other doctrine, since it has sft B: 
been already proved that the free. 
Christian Scripture, and net 
the Veda, is the true autho- 
rity. 

(4) Forther, it is not ne- ai fire aay genre 
cessary to hold that whatever orfaafarfs < 


e) 


transcends our comprehension 
involves a causa The weaftafernt g:ear- 
prophetic description of Christ, afe fart weratt sft a- 
as a sufferer and yet trium- yWa TarrEr witargfin- 
phant, as the humblest and yet iraq. aCeeant 4 
the highest, ete., was matter = 
.of mystery until explained by STRATA ATA Tere. 
the events of His life. oa 

(5) Now, in order to set (yi qu THMNg 4 UT 


aside the doubt that a mystery a 
fosnatthie maker at petot ace St a fang afta 


of disproof, but that one must AE witera chet wart fr- 
just remain silent in regard to Trey araniraarcam- 
it,—intending to suggest that arurearafirgara ere. 


proof and disproof cannot both 
be inapplicable, because of the TWATahrEtre weref 


rule [known as that of “Ex. fi qwerai fred aveft | 
cluded Middle”), that there 

can be no alternative besides 

being and not being,—we pro- 

pound that rule as an apho- 

rism. : 
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APHORISM II. 


me Anassertion must gry ar watteratt ar 


mide. either be true, orelse ‘ 
its contradictory ; there is no bis) 


other way, because there is no SCTE CTT e ATA xu 


way besides being and not 


being? 
(1) To illustrate :—[as Sir 
William Hamilton remarks, at 


p-529 of his Discussions, “We 
find that there are contradic- 
tory opposites, one of which, 
by the rule of Excluded 
Middle, must be true, but 
neither of which can by us 
be positively thought as pos- 
sible.” For example, as he 
observes at p. 681], Timecan- 1 (1 awtfel arearag 
not be conceived by the mind aifeawfeae araren- 


either on the one hand as ~ ai 
absolutely commencing or ba ietials al = 


absolutely terminating, or, on WCU BT SAAT 
the other, as without begin. rsaRi wry lamearawtar- 
ning or end. Yet time must were sf qet war f- 


be either of the one nature or 
the other [—thongh neither TER aet war Teifres- 


alternative can be positively frercfgarenirgyeat- 
1 Stated by Mr. Thomson (Laws of Thought, p. 280), thus :-—~“ Either a given 


judgment must be true, or its contradictory ; there is uo middle course.” 
8 
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thought, our conception of ewraaa frcraufeercr- 
time as without beginning and hee srafy wa Ware: 


end being not positive but < 
negative, whilst a conception feet feterare oe ref 


of it as absolutely beginning ATHTOWTAETR  gatmt 

or ending cannot be formed at aarrerrerawTy Tate 

all]. So again [as Sir William qiveaargre avarr 
exT- 


adds], time present, when we 
meditate on it, ceases to pre- TH AIST WRITFTTS- 


sent an object for moditation, wa sft warwevarde 3- 
as if vanishing into nonentity, etarepatey saditaa 


. 


since we discern in it no posi- fi ffi 
tive character whatever, of a = 


length, quantity, protension, areurat ara eetar- 
ete. And for this reason, in qraTa waTayw WaaTy- 
Bk. II. of the Nydya, Section araftfrery qwerara| 


VI, “ On the sifting of time s, 
present,” having stated, as the Tara aWarrarerfare 


prima facie view, the unrea- WTATATTQIATST wwe 
sonableness, as eforesaid, of sfy 4 wrararafaereufe- 
time present, and then decid- fe: fry ardg srcwe 


ing that although the nature 
of time present be inconceiy- arTEyaTeTaaa wara- 


able by the mind, yot time fa WraraTautcarmerer- 
present is inferrible from per- qayarfefa 

ception [of the objective or 

subjective], inasmuch as with- 

out that [time present, in - 

which, and not elsewhere, any 

perception has place], percep- 

tion would be impossible, 
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Gautama has well declared in 
his aphorism [42 of Bk. IL], 
that “were there no present, 
there would be no cognition 
of anything, because percep- 
tion [together with inference, 
and all else that is based on 
perception}, would be impos- 
sible.” And thus, although 
as regards time present, it be 
impossible to conceive it either 
as being or not being, yet this 
does not establish anything 
distinct alike from what is 
and what is not; but, what 
is proved by an effect, is 
just the existence of the cause, 
since, besides a thing’s either 
being or not being, there can 
be no other alternative, [and 
it is not the non-existence of a 
cause that is deducible from 
an effect]. 

(2) Now, intimating that 
this rule does not help us to 
explain a mystery, we declare 
as follows :— 


184 were frat ce 


wfaduafae’ sfefigenz 
vfs qemawaft 
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APHORISM TIT. 


¢ By explaining cyeaenfirrarat we: 


io mytery” things which we ac- fartea . 
knowledge to be mysteries, at SWaerearara: 


we should contradict our ao- 4% 
knowledgment of their beng 
mysteries. 
(1) For instance, such illus- 11 murfe | areatuc- 
trations, adduced in explana- Squfegrrere THTE 


tion of the mysterious doctrine - 
of the Divine Trinity, as that of Prdeardtwsrer: aca: 


the triangle consisting of three agutervaufeafaare- 
lines mutually combined, or of 47 warPieatrataa- 


Chaitra Maitra and Vishnu- wirgcutfcafieraaty- 
datta, rendered of one mind 

by friendship, are to be wreath Tera: wee 
eschewed by acute reasoners, we<eatenr: | Reranfiera 
because the momentary light argufegrefiware ~- 
thrown thereby on such doo- WETS : 
trines is immediately swal- We TXT 
lowed up in the glaring spuri- wrote em CTS Thier: 
ousness of such illustration, werqapiueingwg at - 
resulting from its utter in- wrareaa wadtrcerat 
applicability to the case of ~ 
what is sought to be illus- 

trated. 


(2) Now, in order to de- 
scribe the’ peculiaritios set '8! WU WCATTETT- 


forth in the Christian Scrip. Wertafgiteaqere wet 
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ture as pertaining to the qwcwa afeara_fiitery 
Second Person in the Divine | avait | 
Trinity, we state as follows :— 


APHORISM Iv. 


noe of The’ Word was Waal whe waa na 
See: made flesh. 

(1) Was made flesh,” that 141 whe warafa | &a- 
is to say, the Lord became in- z; yweQarate card: | 
carnate as the Son. 2. 

(2) Here the dissentient 18 19% fauffast wre: 


Hindi is to be admonished qagfy: area teu 
with arguments similar to the aareettegfargan finite 
arguments stated when esta- R) 

blishing the Divine Trinity; Pritwite: waster, 
for he, acknowledging many WCT¢ATCTPaTTRT eT 
incarnations of the Lord, weranreadiar? aryat- 


can find no absurdity in ac- axe ease 
knowledging the incarnation RIS AM OT 


of Christ; but the only ques WWT WaTarewerdhar- 
tion open to him is, which wraare: wave cfr 
Scriptures are they by force ‘ saan 
of the authority of which the APC AINSI. 
incarnation of the Lord is to TCT TWATRATRTT - 
be acknowledged? And to i - 
the question ow an incarna- afforg WaTR< ACETA 


tion could take place? the wanfar 
counter-question—howare our ly amas 
souls linked to our bodies? STWFHTSTA | 


—is a sufficient reply ;-—for, 
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although we ate ignorant of 
thst, this in no way invali- 
dates the fact in question. 
(3) Now, to consider the 4 & | WePECTaarcwar- 


purpose of the Incarnation, ot frercfart aorafit | 


we declare as follows .— 


APHORISM V. 


The Lord became wrararearnrafepatee- 


incarnate as the Son, to make 
atonement for the sins of men. ues Te GweNe HAH 


(1) If it bo asked, how 191 WH auad weey 


could atonement be made 
arate erfefa teat ' 
through the acting thus? we 


roply: Everywhere, even inthe 77% wfrewa srefy- 
Veda, eto., it is seon to be the Water tft araq Aat- 
natural conviction of mankind frafa is apart ofa: 


that sin requires atonement. 9 
If it bo agreed that this uni. STAM Te | Be ar 


5 
versal tendency of man’s mind Sethe aaa: weft - 
is a just one, then the question feareftfa aft eitfiret 
remains, what kind of sacrifice af grafene ater 
is to be offered to the Deity Saatam eaniiter tft 


for the removal of sin? Now, 
whatever offering we can pre- frerrafica’ | awe wa 
sent, in the shape of goats or feafe erremarizeny 


bulls or the like, all this greg crepererfar: 
already belongs to God, and wet 


is only lent by Him to us for wet med qa ae 
a few yoars; and thus these Ww: @ afarrqaacae- 


HIND® PHILOSOPHY. 81 


offerings can haveno efficiency waeqy Raregrettet 
except through God’s favour ; werQa wert fi _ 


and so we are informed, in the 
Law, what sacrifices God gave WA WIITYUWTA| Tare 


the Israelites to understand wame yar year fer 
would obtain His fayour. A Raq oe araaha gat 


sacrifice, effectual in itself for 
the removal of sin, can there- ATT | TTT ST: 


fore be provided by God alone; wea urefreraeprery A i 
and such a sacrifice, we learn ferry waata wea © 


from Scripture, was provided Waaraarteer 
through the Incarnation, How torr eh 


God is satisfied even with such weharegreereat 1 erat: 
a sacrifice is a mystery, and Wurfawarfe eferar ay 
consequently not to be ex- arariifa a cwetata ae: 
plained ; since an explanation frdenaaa faded eit 


would involve self-stultifica- a 
tion [on the part of him who STSTATA| aad Tay 
should offer explanation of Wares eratarTy 
what, in calling ita mystery, garrarafua: | 
he declares to be inexplicable}, 
But what behoves us is merely 
to appropriate to ourselves the 
benefits arising from such an 
atonement, 
(2) If it be said that the 
benefit of an atonement thus 13) 4a @rwarmanfiy- 


prepared by God for the re- Sua waa BATE . 
moval of the sins of mankind : nee 
-must be common to all men, fara we wagerarar- 


since there is no distinction, Te uetinftt 34 
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we. reply: Not so, because @eiieret WETat Wy 
Faith, is the means of appro- rq , 

priating the benefit. = 

(8) But then, it may be faferer 

said, according to the text, eum bill 
that “Faith without works is S°UTT4S WTR T 
dead,” good works must be erat wareceecr 
co-operative in the production frar wwerite? aUTy 


of the benefit through faith; gy WET wefrearfaatr 
and so how can faith alone be 


the determining cause of the wa bid Sabb bib 
benefit? We reply: Faith worat Seer WET Va: 
alone is the means of appro- wirecay ETAT wa- 
priating tho benefit of the fireft ard SATTUTY- 


atonement; but good works : 
are an invariable effect of WT1*W THTY wirece 


faith, and are evidence of their afart_get wreenwt 7- 
own cause. In whatever per- fara arerfaett 3rgT AT- 


son these [good works] are not R cd 
found, there is in him no real fe x fr 


faith, but only a semblance of AW WUT: AEA WHT 
faith. And thus there is no vere faferar set wa- 
conflict between the two de- we warArqaaret fac. 
clarations [of St. Paul and of _. 

St. James] that men are justi- bale 

fied by faith, and that faith 

-without works is dead. 


(4) Now, it may be asked, yi ary aS 
how can man, without free- oe ay: 


‘will, be amenable to question at forreeierctewe fare 
as to transgression of duty, erfivercrfiowsrtegaa - 
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whether in the matter of faith @: aw Regret: arcat- 
or works? And how can ACTA SY Arey yt 


freedom of the will, in the 
afte arcocieatrfe- 
shape of non-dependence on a 


previous cause, consist with mrarawafergrart a faq- 
the doctrine already laid down wa) Sra wae WTWar aT- 
[in the commentary on Aph. drarasarcreqea wr 
Y. of Bk. II}, of the impos- it 
sibility of conceiving an un- 4 ardrerst erred: 
caused origination? For, on ftfa wet fercfieq aw 
the alternative of freedom, the % 

will must be in the shape of a 

cause which is not an effect 

[and this, according to your 

doctrine, is inconceivable) ; 

and if it Je an effect, then 

there is an end of its [inde- 

pendence or] freedom. Tore- 

move this doubt, we reply 

[following Sir Wm. Hamilton 

at p. 597 of his Discourses]. 


APHORISM VI. 


‘the freedom . How freedom of 

ee the will is possible | Sea Marat we- 
in man or God, it is impos- Fatere ay maf aT- 
sible speculatively to under- ay avarddy song 
stand; but, practically, the  ~ 7 eS 
-fact that our Will is free ig TURTCTATATR TM: 


established by the conscious- “EAT Srfwearcrfmae- 
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ness of [our moral scoount- wemsareerfaweerer aT - 
ability, or] our deserving to 
be asked the reason of our Baa fag ote 


violation of duty. 

(1) In accordance with the Sarzafa fn 
indication already given {un- aoe) 
der Aph. II, of this Bk. IV], Tria afaarfeafear 
that things which are incon- STAT wag? Sfwart- 
ceivable, may yet bo possible, ap giarcrirat aw 
there is not, on the theory of R ; a 


freedom, an assumption of 2 
more things inconceivablethan ®STATIWRA| wa fut 


those the assumption of which erftarqrfamaeerar - 


is necessary on the alternative Sarfarernrararerentct: 
theory of necessity. Such be- 


ing the case, the consciousness arerrreqerat ats | 
of our moral accountability W¥ fqa_afien wry! 
falls into [and turns] the scalo UCT erg Hety 2 
[in favour] of the theory of arte 

sfwear ieargr- 


freedom. On this point a cer- 

tain sage [Sir Wm. Hamilton, Or: QIeeNGy ATTRA: | 
at p. 597 of his Discussions], werfe 1 frearceaarat- 
says, More things inconcoiv- afrgtenrranta WTA 


able are not necessitated on 
the echeme of freedom than SPaviaenry waa 


on the scheme of necessity. Srefr: arrerenyfiet- 
To explain. The scheme of waa arcana’ sfra a: 
fatalism is preseed on our ao- Sarifeardercewrcr- 
eeptance by the dread of the gan 3 f 


inconceivability of a pheno- 


menon’s originating without a UCOMTAT PITTA | 
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cause, Baa 2 ee tet Terwarcarey- 
origination that is the basi frat sarerfrem- 
the acceptance of the doctrine * 
of liberty ; while on the scheme fas fagh marta ere 
of fatality also there is an TO UF WANe Ears, 
exactly equal inconceivability eran frat erfirarcrft- 
of a beginningless series of AERA 
causes and effects, which [as- 
eumed] beginningless series is FAATJATM: 1 wlE fe 
the basis of the acceptance of Wat: wrfearcifarae- 
ve mre pong And aapartreft arfirsrcfa- 
ese two schemes, of liberty ae 
ware tft TERA | 


and necessity, are thus deter- 
mined to be theoretically 
balanced ; but, practically, the 
doctrine of freedom is the most 
correct, because, without free- 
dom, the consciousness of 
moral accountability could not 
be justified. If men are ac- 
countable for transgression of 
duty, it is quite clear that they 
toust be free to perform their 
duty. 

[The words of Sir Wm. Hamilton, rendered in our 
Sanskrit version as above, are as follows :—‘ The scheme 
of freedom is not more inconceivable than the scheme of 
necessity. For while fataliem is a recoil from the more 
obtrusive inconeceivability of an absolute commencement, 
on the fact of which commencement the doctrine of 
liberty proceeds; the fatalist is shown to overlock the 
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equal, but less obtrusive, inconceivability of an infinite 
non-commencement, on the assertion of which non-com- 
tmencement his own doctrine of necessity must ultimately 
rest. As equally unthinkable, the two counter, the two 
one-sided, schemes are thus theoretically balanced. But, 
practically, our consciousness of the moral law, which, 
without a moral liberty in man, would be a mendacious 
imperative, gives a decisive preponderance to the doctrine 
of freedom over the doctrine of fate. Wo are free in act 
if we are accountable for our actions.’”] 

(2) But whence is theexist- | | qa gat sfewa- 
ence, permitted by God, in mead: 
this world, of suffering which wt pbb 2 bShabe 
causes all this perplexity, and ae aaa SAA Brar- 
why are we involved in this WT% ATE AE STII 
suffering? We state in an wrqaaifaret waren - 
aphorism the Christian avoid- fagrta afowrama, =- 


anoe of this question, as pre- 
forable to the Hindi attempt Tt wetwnaet vft- 


to get rid of it by the theory ert qrrafa't 
of Transmigration. 


APHORISM VII. 


Avortive at- The permitted ex- eae ATEN 
HEE GES istence oferil, since, __ © x 2 abe 


upthe myetery 
as we hold, it isa 
mystery, is inexplicable. The WIXTat baleen 
attempt of the Hindiis to stave 


off the said inexplicebility, by feaft: fe 
the assumption of the infinite fing wos ree f 
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non-commencement of the - 
series of births, is in no way 
adequate to the explaining of 
the case. 

1) “By the assumption of 
ee atid RETR URE SRNITNT WHT 
ment of the series of births,” &eRareea 1 ale ar- 
eto, [To borrow the reason- Ta WaQETET AAT ITT 
ing of Paley, Nat. Theol. chap. wey: era saat 
ii, in reference to another a 
cage, in support of which the gecearguatatratecta 
same futile attempt at expla- S¥@fer | © Ux SaUTeAH- 
nation is made.] If, by going WITRITEU Ta We waa: 


further and farther back, there ¢ eirqaretyarert<- 


were diminution of the unac- ¢ 

countableness, then, by going frarfrrmgrre® wa- 
back indefinitely, even the Wafwadtomrfictaf a- 
suroease of the unaccounte- Qaqrqurerqareayry - 


bleness were possible, This .—. 3 R 
method of accounting is ap- : 


plicable only in such a case fa: eereftr 1 weg Raw 
as that where, accordingly afwedtarrgrar aatq- 


as we suppose the number to urerqaraerenrcfiverfiy . 
be greater and greater [of the 


terms, here} of the things to FRRTT RATATAT | 
be explained [vis., the cases UTS Uftferaraft haw 
of evil] and the explainers aTenerwufiewwere - 
[eg., the repeated births], f% A@rewaas ) wate 
there is. continually an ap- 

proach towards limit. There, TS WR Pquegrews - 
by supposing the number of SWfEtT ayer Aree 
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terms to be infinite, the at wy war atarefifere- 
tainment of the limit is con- wyraezenfeaft |v 


ceivable. But where there 

is no tendency to approach a waTmMeTe TC fara ” 
limit, nothing is effected by FEA! Seawerat Ta- 
supposing the number of terms @_TATTw Waeeeriee- 
to be greater and greater. arr WaMNTT 
And this applies alike to af 

one series or another, though wenrafirarsitenrenit - 
they should differ in properties WA! TTT Qdafwafe- 
other than the one in ques- fepqaremmauateere - 
tion, such as being finite or ureft 

infinite, ete. To explain, — RHAY Tew. 
as @ chain consisting of a finite 
number of links cannot sup- 
port itself, so exactly is it with 
one consisting of an infinite 
number of links. And of this 
we are assured (though it has 
never been tried, since that 
would be impossible), because 
there is absolutely no approach 
towards the limit of self-sup- 
port, though we suppose the 
number of links, beginning 
with ten, to be a hundred, a 
thousand, and so on. And 
it is the same with all chains, 
however they may differ in 
other respects than the one 
in question [viz.,” incapacity 
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of self-support), such as length, 
numerical difference, finite- 
ness, and so on. 
. [The words of Paley are as follows:—'‘If the diffi- 
culty were diminished the further we went back, by 
going back indefinitely we might exhaust it. And this 
is the only case to which this sort of reasoning epplies. 
‘Where there is 2 tendency, or, as we increase the num- 
ber of terms, a continual approach, towards a limit, 
there, by supposing the number of terms to be what 
is called énfinite, we may conceive the limit to be 
attained ; but where there is no such limit or approach, 
nothing is effected by lengthening the series. There 
is no difference as to the point in question (whatever 
there may be as to ‘many points) between one series 
and another; between a series which is finite, and a 
series which is infinite. A chain composed of an in- 
finite number of links can no more support itself than 
a chain composed of a finite number of links. And 
of this we are assured (though we never can have 
tried the experiment), because, by increasing the nwn- 
ber of links, from ten for instance to a hundred, from 
a hundred to 8 thousand, etc., we make not the smallest 
approach, we observe not the smallest tendency, towards 
self-support, There is no difference in this respect (yet 
there may be a great difference in several respects) 
between a chain of a greater or lesa length, between 
one chain and another, between one that is finite and 
one that is infinite.”] 

(2) And thus it is impos- 1a | qurwurfircrafe- 
sible, by the theory of trans- Sar st qt sfaa, 
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migration, to account for the aff wrarearat Barere 
variety of evils encompassed Rafe wrterez 


with which a man is born 
into this world, or te ex- wet sfa fiegg er. 


plain how an infant, which aaprttargatterg 
never exerted free will at all, wararchrgray w aaa: 
comes to experience suffer- fa) wergmrermerce- 


ings. As a chain does not 
become competent to support ara sfa RYT IT- 


itself through indefinite addi- UTTATH WH WaT ata 
tion of links, just as incompe- wRTATTATST Parvens- 


tent is the theory of transmi- fark 7 
gration to account for the qv bah 


diversity of condition in the 
case of human souls, 
(8) But, it may be said, 1 Qi wy grew ew 


such a book, professing to + anaatt ‘ 
clear up doubts, can be rt ia 


no revelation of the will of wafttettarer qwarer- 
God, because, since there is WAC Wat tates: 
no clearing up of the ques- quza@ FATUTATETR we 


tion how the existence of evil A 

is permitted by the Deity, “t® Ret Prefed aw- 
there is really no proof that \ 

we have here a revelation of 

God’s will, To meet this 

doubt, we propound an aphor- 

ism. 
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' APHORISM VII. 


waza Tf you reject wf® Wetawat ange. 
i.” Christianity, then wR aft arate watt 
you must reject the world of a fa- 
sense also, since else your de- | ¥ 
cisions are inconsistent. Crane 

(1) Now, that by such dif- 1X! Wa DwWeRTAR: 
ficulties as the Christian reli- fiffeareranrraha 
gion is beset by, in respect - a : 
of the permitted existence of fr: wewit ih 
evil, this world also, which frets waraerypay se 
has the same author, is beset, mgt sft arf wart 
—that there are not more soretaerrarafindt sfir- 
difficulties in regard to the ; 
Christian religion than there 7 WITTA: Tew w 
are in regard to the world welt deat ay Te 
itself, we commence a Fifth ATaTWATTHA & 
Book on purpose to show. 


92 OHRISTIANITY CONTRASTED WITH 


BOOK V. 


THE ANALOGY OF RELIGION TO THE CONSTITUTION 
AND OOURSE OF. NATURE, : 


Now, beginning an exposi- wy wayrelhrarrer- 


tion of the analogy of the —,, arftaard - 
Scriptural arrangement to that wt 


of the mundane system of wrargevat aeatfergar- 
cause and effect, we first pro- THATS WRT wafer ar 


pound as an aphorism the Safe wretch E- 
quintessence of the doctrine ft) 


of an ancient sage [Origen]. 


APHORISM I. 
sw ‘The man who be- - 7" J = rerat 
crip. TREC erchfr 
tures were given by the Ore- aisfarm_orafa wiwaye 
ator of the world, is not dis- wararfa crenft car- 


turbed even when he sees the 
same sort of difficulties in the Te fwrrt waft axa 


world and in the Scriptures. - 
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(1) “Of the same sort,” 1-91 waTaTAfi ware- 


ete. To the same effect azar sfi afiea 
another sage [Bishop Butler} fad 

says,—If by such difficulties STC MEE ATARAAY Te- 
as these it is proved impossi- Shhtaverat vetrordt- 
ble that the Scriptures should aaj araa afe arfirea 


have been given by God, then, <ceasinat sf wae- 
by the very same difficulties, - 

it would be also proved im- wae aria faiterarara) 
possible that the world should TEHAW WITHA GM 
have been made by God. a: yd wefitat: 1 

But the arguments for their on 

being both alike the work of 

God have beon already exhi- 

bited [in Books II. and II.} 

(Origen’s words, as given by Butler, aro those :— 
“He who believes the Scripture to have proceeded from 
Him who is the author of nature, may well expect to 
find the same sort of difficulties in it as are found in 
the constitution of nature.” Hence, adds Butler, “‘ He 
who denies the Scripture to have been:from God, upon 
account of these difficulties, may, for the very same 
reason, deny the world to have been formed by Him,” 
which, however, the reader, at this stage of the argu- 
ment, is supposed to have conceded.] 

(2) Although it would be 1 2 | aewenfafcea 


proper for us to leave off here, fafa fed faqurafi- 
since, to the intelligent, not a ~ 
word more requires to be said ; RTCA ST ATT UT TET 


yet, since all persons are not WAet wart warm UTfe- 
thoroughly intelligent, we gperarayrarerdeay - 
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munat endeavour to make in- wife avqrfiyatftwrar- 
telligible, even to those of fw faurret wftrerarste 1 74 


lower capacity, the foregoing : 
words of those two great Wiuretteereren: si 


teachers. With reference, Sift{wardarcwaranye: 
then, to the question how it qq aqahacudiirea we 
is that its analogy to the con- araafararargrat at- 


stitution and course of nature 

proves the Scriptural scheme 2 @STHTYRITG ATE~ 
to be the work of God, we WaTMUWATAT ATTA 
propound an aphorism, to in- grgumeafereqt Tata 
timate, that, analogy, in the 

shape of likeness, produces ay rorretter say: 
only a probability of what it faferat freer ufafaftfa 
is desired to prove, and that wefudt awaft | 
probability, arising from the 

contemplation of likeness, 

though it is of the nature of 

an inference, is yet an assur- 

ance lower in degree than that 

of inference proper. 


APHORISM II. 


yar Analogy, though STE ARH AT TATA TT - 

akin to induction, is evidence aA T Ee ATTAIN 
falling short of an induction. 

(1) And, from the contem- ne) arpwciaredy: 


plating of likeness, assurance 
of the following kind arises crafter erty 


[in other words, the form of Wt €Y werdrasirsaaiay 
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analogical reasoning is as fol- qrm@at wa: wear wear 
lows): “two things resemble Rafer wat fafa: 


each other in one or more 
respeots; a cartain proposi- &t STCRamwarea tft 


tion is true of the one, there-- 
fore it is [probably] true of 
the other.” 

(2) But [as Mr. Mill, in 11 Ty ary rE Way 
his Logic, vol. ii, pp. 97-8, wreamefegt aitdg- 
goes on to say, “we have Rath as 
here nothing to discriminate wears, 
analogy from induction, since 4 Xf VewraA wyHTy 
this type will serve for all qrag=reafacet fafy- 
reasoning from . experience,” aryR- 
so] if it be asked, when the mgugaa an ‘ 
unperceived is established wibtrernfarfrere | 
through perception of like- 
ness, a8 is required in all 
cases, in what respect is there 
any falling short of induction ? 

—we reply, that in induction 
are employed the ascertained 
invariable conjunction or non- 
conjunction of certain proper- 
ties; but it is not so in the 
caae of a conclusion from ana- 
logy [or of assurance arising 
from perception of likeness}. : 

8) But, it may be said, 
an of a genuine infer- R pares weghert y 
ence is a genuine induction; <YAT a: Ewe 
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and what use is there then qaraTqqeeat eve 


for analogy, which you ac- = oaadia caret AT 
knowledge to fall short of in- 


duction? To remove this &4 qwaf | 
doubt, we propound an aphor- 
ism, 


APHORISM III. 


“«  Anslogy, though qr wayATaTe yaa: 
falling short of induction, is fa wae arifest wat 
universally the guide in prac- 
tice. Ra 

(1) The import is this. It (qi wwe: | aT 


is only in the case of beings ciara Raenedarerae 


who are not omniscient that 

knowledge, in the shape of TANMTETa ATT TTATT 
probability, and not consist- Wi Ira | zawya fe # 
ing of certainty, arises from fafa ag wharradia- 


the contemplation of likeness Ratad at aaraaftea: 
for from analogy]. For, in 


the case of one omniscient, werent wararen firer- 
nothing whatever — present, WETUTat frarerery Bar 


past, or future—is matter of efafarrara_| wabwrat 
probability, since He knows pai e EN é 
with absolute certainty the mt 


truth of what things are true ae aaercnafteia 
and the falsity of what things 
are false. But in the case of 
the like of us, who are not 
omniscient, it is probability 
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that. pro-eminently furnishes 
the motives of conduct. 

[In the words of Bishop Butler, “ Probable evidence, 
in its very nature, affords but an imperfect kind of 
information ; and it is to be considered as relative only 
to beings of limited capacities. For nothing which is 
the possible object of knowledge, whether past, present, 
or future, can be probable to an infinite intelligence, 
since it cannot but be discerned absolutely as it is in 
itself, certainly true or certainly false. But to ws, pro- 
bability is the very guide of life.”] 

(2) Now some one who, as Reafyy eda e- 
if he were omniscient, does Pwalaararaarea: 
not acknowledge any autho- 
rity in the probability which "AT@ATETA WraTat- 
results from the contempla- Tad fareafrrenttet 
tion of likenesy and who is STREAATUTYSTR sani 


acoustomed [in the books of ; warfetar a 
Hindi philosophy] to cer- <r ; wea 
tainty in respect of a thing’s TYRE ETEAM 

being, or else not being, so 

and so [—and whose language, 

therefore, abundantly wealthy 

as it is, almost grudges us 

terms for the discussion of 

probabilities], may doubt 

whether error must not be 

inevitable, if we follow evi- 

dence which falls short of per- 

fection, To this doubt we re- 

ply as follows. 
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APHORISM IV. 


In the absence of SWEWATUTETH AAT 
superior evidence, fag WaT ATA TANG 
evidence comparatively infe- isnt sefeura - 


tior is not to be despised, as 
a lamp in the absence of the Waa a8 ll 
daylight. 

(1) “Not to be despised,” !&1 ararecetaferf t 
ete. For if the inferior ought ofe yard a wen tft 
to be rejected because the su- fared uftarsaa af ufe- 


perior is unattainable, then, - 
since they are unable to fly aemtce aaarerarera 
through the air as birds do, WraaTenarafa erat 4 
people ought not either to wey: ' 
walk with their feet. 

(2) Again, the attendants 1} fre weftrqerar- 


ofa certain child whose mother 2 ufcort 
has died, seeing that he cannot Ferre Rint: & 


survive without milk, desiring "7 FW TS Rerrerrafa- 
to procure milk, there being <faat Brrerg aay 


at hand no cow, or she-buf- Trafeareeferara wet- 
falo, or the like, become hope- 


lesg as they look around on us kan 
stones, logs, pieces of cloth,’ @tfrorarieat serafaud- 
eto,, all very unlike in charac- Ta_qiaaiy fcrar: ae- 
ter to the cow or any other gy dardter- 
source of milk. Suddenly wrertectearatat rex 
observing 2 female of the greed 


Bos Gavyaeus, an animal of a wefinittteg iit wct- 
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kind they had never seen bo- fagut qi qcwrfefa e- 


fore, on the probability that waraner at etrearere- 
she, resembling a cow in many 


respects, even though desti- ay qrearargafer | rer: 
tute of a dewlap, may per- “U4 STE WAYATATTTE- 
haps give milk, putting her gafa fat qearet =a- 
to the proof, they obtain milk ._- 
Httiv 

we see how analogy, though 

falling short of a perfect in- 

duction, instigated[and rightly 

too] the conduct of those per- 

sons, 


(3) But then we see that, aime are frat nf 
in mundane affairs, the cause mrgféer arcufafy 


of action is will, preceded by 

knowledge; whereas, in the ve WEATAT weary 
Christian institute, action is *4 fared aarfe ty 
enjoined with a view to know- qa awed sfrafa o 
ledge. To explain. We are wa waadt yal saafa 


informed in Scripture [John ‘ 

vity 17) “Tf any man will 40 free woe ef | 
do His will, he shall know of WUTW™ wrarreet Ar- 
the doctrine, whether it be of fe qretattd warert 
God;” so here there is no erat 

analogy between the world 
and the Scripture. To meet 
this objection, we propound 
an aphorism. 
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APHORISM V. 


jaustoey Belief in the doo Wewawey WET ara- 
nes of Christi- gqubdfrer firey warafar: 


anity is indispensable; but z _ 
this may grow from doing the J c 


will of God, and experiencing ire ar ada nyt 
the benefit of so doing. 

(1) “May grow,” ete. A larata eff ' afaxt- 
sick man, though doubting 2h fanqercaticar tq- 
the skill of the physician who we fire afters sft a 
sumone sun, yet, by obeying ‘ 
his directions and by oxperi- FWWCVA ATE RTATT- 
encing the benefit of such weTqUare afera, 
obedience, may come to place WER AeA, WEA suite 
confidence in the physician. fe 
So is it in the case before us: “4! 
such is the import. 

(2) Moreover, whatever 11 wfy erfr gow. 
proofs, establishing the truth awanrarwareanit y- 
of the Christian Scriptures, a EN 
have boon ect forth in Book STUTR Fete sere fA- 
IL, so long as a man does not efterfay Aarafa erazed 
also act upon these in accord- qua: weudrerypantt 
ance with the Christian Scrip- a wae areca wat 
tures, so long will they fail 
to confirm belief in him,  F¥tr = ward 

(As Mr. Fitzgerald remarks, at p. 6 of his edition 
of Butler’s Analogy, “I am not sure that any one 
could be a fair judge of the sufficiency of the evidence 
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to determine belief, until he had allowed it to deter- 
mine behaviour.”] 


(3) But, it may be objected, , Qt UTVETETUT 


we are told that belief results it &a?- 
from doing the will of God; &° 9747 6Y™ | 

but doing tho will of God just BTRXTE WEETAT f- 
consists in believing,—for we WCRITAAEATCSTATS- 
are told in Scripture [John tate watrwtaerare - 
vi, 29], “ This is the work of 

God, that ye believe on him &t At Wrat fa ar- 
whom he hath sent,”—and Wut fcreang efa wet 
the sense of the proposition farcfag aaafa | 

that “belief in Christ results 

from belief in Christ” is nu- 

gatory. With a view to re- 

moving this difficulty we pro- 

pound an aphorism. 


APHORISM VI. 


Betsy Beliof may be of argr Sut weeeer f:- 
of saumice. two kinds, attended eure 

by doubts, or entirely cleared bl 
from doubts. ; 

(1) To explain,—Tho ex- 1Q1 wartfe we wat- 
pression employed, in address- wy way 2 wir aed fe- 
ing Christ [Mark ix. 24], aarsgt Toefits 
“Lord, I believe, help thou 4a a 
mine unbelief,” met with no 744 gen a fact 
rebuke from Christ. The im- agtat war ferct 4 wa- 
port of the expression was fir aratet qaberarferarai fa. 
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this, —“My faith is not steady: wtvaieerrry Eat 
—help thou this weak be- aera: | 

liever by the bestowal of un- 

doubting faith.” 

(2)-And so the matter as- 1) murere firegere: | 
certained is this: ist, It is anya’: wewdaan- 
fitting that, by reason of the ‘A 

at arava) wqyfeaafy- 


external evidences, we should 

acknowledge the truth of the Rargerefenfe far 
Soriptures, as it is said in genta arf eftarit e- 
Scripture [John xiv., 11], “or ff fare Bfcreras aa 


else believe me for the very .¥ . ; 
work’s sake;” and again frente wreerafere 


(John v., 36], “tho works Wauaraeatas wheal: 
which the father hath given TANT WET satay 


me to finish, the same works ; 
that I do, bear witness of me, Prereue 7 


that the Father hath sent me.” fet avian war Tet 
Qnd, It is fitting that the faryefadd waterrrera- 
faith thus originated, though »fy arent feursarau a- 


still encumbered by doubts, 
should be ingenuously carried ATS wade rateta | 


out into action, as a child in afte craft wtunrci- 
many cases acts according to @faqaarrerar: wET- 
his father’s directions, trast- gy, aefiaiitear wr 
ingly, though not knowing |. 

the motives which his father TUTE WEA we- 
hasin view. And further, 8rd, fA 1 

Tt is fitting that thoroughly 


defecated faith, amounting to 
knowledge, should-be the re-” 
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wardof that faith which sprang 
up uncavillingly even while 
there existed causes of doubt. 

(3) Well, grantthatallthis i @1 aw wag wife 
is as you have said,—now itis egy SanTe 
alleged in Scripture that God a ahi faat 
governs both this world and ‘ 
the other world according to frag sarqartearrary 
a fixed scheme. What, then, acrdtagyi aw argugat 


are the facts in that scheme? : . 
aeur: fagren: wait 
[or, in the words of Butler, 


“What things are implied in STEHT fathead wre 
the divine government of both fri 

worlds, according to the Chris- 

tian dootrine?”] To meet 

this inquiry, we propound an 

aphorism. 


APHORISM VII. 


ante cae The divine govern- wawteargerf car 
c= Mn eh ws eeerare wi 
to the Christian doo- Rene. se : nerf 
trine, these propositions, viz., Rararaerarsitaet frre 
1st, All souls are appointed fate: 1 ede ardrerd 
to exist endlessly; 2nd, It is fqunqreuerarrefraati- 
appointed that every one, after . = fie. 
death, shall be either rewarded © f&Ater | Tree fe 
or punished; 8rd, The sbiding faitarat wrerd ace 
of souls in this world is for sraqufirardtyranty w- 
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the purpose of trial, and of Atq: | we wre WTa- 
discipline for the next world ; ed watqeran wnat 


4th, Since this world, through 
wickedness, tends to ruin, and Marrennirecefirs- 


since men’s knowledge both of aeraraaeraryigirag- 
their own condition and of worecengtare TaR- 
duty bas become corrupted, fart wepe: 1 Srefrard 


occasion was thus given for a . 
God’scontrivinganewremedy; frageta wen wawiat 
5th, The truth of this reme- UWHPARTETE ATE W- 


dial dispensation, which con- grep svar ftrerensrgere- 


sists of a special scheme car- + fragt i 
ried on by a divine person, fea: ae Ls 


the Messiah, for the benefit of WWrarar w wate aft 
the world, is proved by mira- yrfaat # at ate may 


cles; 6th, And that means of wnfierara. wire wefa 
salvation is not revealed to » ~ 


all, nor proved with the strong- TATA AAT YMA UTE - 
est possible evidence [with evi- a waratta serftea: f- 
dence not less strong than the wipytestfaeir ae: 
strongest good evidence] to all Orfradat f- 
those to whom it is revealed ; i fa 

but it is revealed only to such werfrrparmara faa - 
a part of mankind as God has Tawwtfua tft we: WOW 
chosen, and with such parti- : 
cular evidence as God has , 

chosen. i 
(1) “To exist endlessly Tranfig- 
after death,” ete. The import UR ear 

is this. It is unnecessary MfCarrre vowel ara: | 
here to set forth proofs that Wreufefawe awera- 
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such [endless existence] is wresttarat awendtwernt- 


really the condition [of soul], Gaga waretasare- 
and that this state will be in arama: Surarahea 
accordance with each soul's J : 


deserts, since our dispute is 8H fareeragaara_| 
not at present with him who arzqagfararararent- 


denies the soul to be other i. . 
than the body ; but we have gerne: ota fa 


entered on an argument with ATT START AMAT ATTA 
those only who accept as au- adfaqrearara ga: A ald 
thoritative the Hindi Spiritual snare a» @ifwaa ar- 


Institutes, But we do not, ét : 
on the strength of the Hindit Nas i i 


Institutes, accept the theory erarfircetarcra,! gy 
of transmigration, because we WUWATHARATA ATA 
do not allow that the Hindi agar 7a: grote fa- 
as proof. And it must not ‘erent at eee es 
be said, moreover, that, since wea shi qeeerrTare 
the existence of evil cannot waTaw ga wefiiara| 


be without some cause, trans- aafiaainfagar : 
, zy ares 


migration is established as its 


cause, because we have already Wewet ace 
shown that even by the sup- wafafa: Surfers 
position thereof, the existence wah aenfrgrrng:e- 
of evil cannot be accounted for. aft waiter \ : 
In the Christian Scripture, the ‘ 

truth of which has been esta- 

blished by the arguments set 

forth [in Book IT.], it is de- 

clared that the endless condi- 
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tion after death is, in the case 

of some, a condition of endless 

happiness, and, in the case of 

some, a condition of endless 

misery. 

_ (2) “State of trial end dis- IRI TCheaTfrearcereial 
cipline,” ete. The special qq waxgreaceaaaa- 
means of salvation which have fr 
been enjoined by God, consti- wager 

tute one trial for the proud arfretaruiearta arf 
and rebellious heart of man. woherenrfe aftitare q- 
The particulars of this have aaa wrafernanca nft- 


been set forth in the section 7 

on the Atonement [Book IIL, arfear: | wy fe wade. 
Aph. V.] For man, by rea- WA, QEATTIWaTA- 
son of pride, would fain ob- zartrareaia aaqarte- 


tain salvation, not through 
wearers want 
what is done by another, but rf 


by works of his own, such as acter afafereetar wat 
perseverance in austerities, Twa | 

however wearisome, — by 

something other than the 

imputation to himself of the 

merits of Christ’s death. 

(8) “The ruin of thisworld 18 | We lee ye- 
through wickedness,” etc. The Fick warquatiratt 1 
doctrine of the Hindi Insti- ? 
tutes is, that ignorance is the TET Tg CTE: ST: 
cause of the unhappy state of Tease area. 
the present life. But this Wfrgrn: wq aeren- 


doctrine is unproved, for we qf wrarererrartfirtergt- 
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do not admit that those in- arorefag wa firqeert 


stitutes are any proof. Nay, ware eanifr wada a- 
the further a man advances in pls 


vice, the less conscious of his wr warel eta arafeat 
sinfulness does he become; and aranraty AaTY STA- 


so, from forgetfulness of his Ufracerg TVEGH 


danger, he dreads not the pain . = 
of retribution [—thus owing fafa ek pale 
to ignorance his freedom from we @ararat wa: 


mental distress]. On the other weafet var wer wager: 
hand, the more truly a man yqyfqq qa UTTe a 


discerns his own condition, the fi Pare 7 
more is he distressed by the area Atal 


view of his own sinfulness, and wa arag argfectt w- 
he remains in dread so long as @ff | 
he has not found any means of 
deliverance from his sins. 
_ le ee 181 oe we Mei 
is sin?” we reply We weer’ Say 
have already acknowledged, in ¥ pass s raat 
the chapter on the Mysteries, TrenaTe yaa fafea- 
that the source of the existence 44! 
of sin, like the cause of the 
existence of evil, we cannot 
tell. “ 

(5) “Not revealed to all | 4! WrpRra aft # 
‘men,” otc. But it may be wrftafafa. 7 qwarae- 
said,—Since all men are under apapaq yea wiarqar- 


apprehension of terrible and 
eternal misery, the means of @ are fererarra, ee 
escape from such misery ought qearedtara: waTa 


10 
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to be told to all ;—and so, why uff THe: TTR ULE a- 


has it not been told to all? We adarqera_aft B git at 
reply, that wehavenot here un- 


eh = 
dertaken to remove all the ob- ™* °S aa Heid H- 
jectionsthathavebeenraised or STUTSt aT Wawa 


thatmayberaisedeitheragainst yarfarrat erat argT- 


the course of nature or against arn fe i 
the will of God as revealed in . 


the Christian Scripture; but &T Staretarce atta w- 
[what we have undertaken is] CHT: GT sft a aati. 
toexplainthattheworld,though syarnerfa Crenfa # 


established by the evidence of 2 afk area 
thesenses, might bedisbelieved a Rta 


on the ground of the very same Oe: wapefegata weg 
objections, on the strength of # argu enfeta ay TET 
which you say that the mys- g. MATT 
teries announced in the Chris- Sage < 
tian Scriptures ought not to be wraraTEty waaay F- 
believed. And so it is fruit- St TeTeTyRrawawe- 
Tess to raise these same objec- 2a | 
tions against the Scriptures, 
the truth of which is este- 
blished by other unobjection- 
able proofs. 

(6) But, it may be asked, ~ 
since it was doclared in Scrip. 1&1 49 WATE ag 
ture [Revelations, xv.3],“Just #4 Baeret Sfwar: aayt- 


and true are all thy ways,” ew wana waaay, 
how is it acknowledged by you . ~ 


who accept the Christian reli- weaneindfirgwurfire 


gion that you are unable to Rerefedenren ed 
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justify those ways in every affaraa xf Sa a 


respect? We reply[with Dr. ayer argu f& awa 2- 
Chalmers], To utter such an 


expression is fitting for those ca ayy arm Hf TH 
only towhom the day of the re- waguataatcd uri 8- 
velation of hidden things has at aera fac 


come, whose condition of hay- at waafenorfats sr: 
ing the secrets of God hidden 


from them has ceased, or by WERE | ATE RT AE 
whom the fulfilment of God’s @T Weararg Zayqr- 
designs has been witnessed. grqraarat: gaa Rae 


But previously to such great marti: affat wifira- 
and final manifestation of the 


hidden things of God, we have wal) xeettraraerat 
only to expect with humility ; waarefs cwarfire 
and the mysteries which in our gaiitta Stewart | 
present state we cannot com- 
prehond we must silently 
acquiesce in. 

[The words of Dr. Chalmers, in his Evidences, vol. i., 
p. 810, are these :— This [Rev. xv. 3] might well be 
said by those to whom the day of the revelation of hidden 
things has come, and to whom the mystery of God is 
finished—or who have witnessed its fulfilment. Previous 
to that great and final manifestation, it is our part to 
wait in humble expectancy, and to acquiesce in the 
mysteriousness of many things which at present we do 
not comprehend.”] 

7) Further, whoever says 
mae can now everywhere ver fie a at sf 
discern God's wisdom and Sed warrat wre wry- 
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goodness, ho, like one “lying ang arafwat wre HanT- 
for God,” injures with great wre 2 
effort [or unintentionally does wate wéa.e a 
his best to injure], though STC €4 & 7S werafere: 
loving it, the very cause which firegfa aa weftrerata 
ho seeks [thus disingenuously] qeqt aaa grate t 
to advance. 

(7) Let us now recapitulate 1) Taretfara we a- 


the matters that have been were wearat fawar- 
laid down in the several sec- < iS 
tions of this treatise. In Bk, STHTGUeWTe: | Ter 1 


I. is an account of the leading 49 SMTY Weaaarcis- 
points in the Christian reli- fread | fame qeuin- 
gion. In Bk. II. is an ac- ware Qactt Fre 
count of the arguments for the varat fre 
truthfulness of the Christian TU! @AS Sw wert SY- 
Boriptures. In Bk. IIL. it is wtauferar gfyadat- 
shown that thisworldwasmade fir gaafaere | we 


by an Intelligent Worker, pos- wrafcegraTnt- 
sessed of power transcending fabalt = 


that of mortals. In Bk. IV. St Tefteaurfs gi- 
it is shown that as there ere wif qaqa AUT 
learned, from the books which fararmaree waft I 
reveal God’s will, things dif- arent weft iiaky 


ferent from the visible, and “ 

which we cannot explain,— qritrantrgaera wait- 
so, too, are there in God’s fq fireqd 1 Tea UTae- 
created world things seen and PenaraarasTat a- 


et mysterious, and by us at ‘ 
bait : Ais py, TeCa ees weet ari 


present inexplicable. 


V. it is shown that as the mys. TR Wala wdarararaly 
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teries, because of which it is WHAT ETAT TT AA T- 


imagined that the Christian werat went eazy 
Scriptures onght not to be 


a 
believed, are analogous to the wefiirrereetwrsra- 
mysteries which exist in the WHWATRGRTTA are- 
visible world, and which yet effa firevufafa | 

do not cause men to dis- 

believe in the world; there- 

fore, they ought not to be 

brought as objections against 

the Scriptures, the truthful- 

ness of which is established 

by the evidence already ad- 

duced {in Bk. IT}. 

(8) Thus strong reasons 1 | t4 aran_gutau- 
have been stated for the pro- grrarat sTaTerara- 
bability that the Christian 
Sirol are true; and if aren: arenfat AT COTY: 
they are true, it is quito clear "ft Aet ararETee a 


that tremendous consequences qayfiare sfarrarawrfat 


must attend the rejection of wert 3 " 
Het Ay tI AT 
them. We wind up, then, 


¢ 
the present discussion of the “Taraarararerefiren - 
leading points in Christianity, @1afa aferarerfrart- 
by indicating to those who wyurq wee Tet a 
desire to know the whole es no 
truth of these Scriptures, the - 
mothod of satisfying that do- <f! 

sire of knowledge. 
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APHORISM VIII. 


seeias Search the Sorp- qdtenairaar fer<- 
in. tures ;—-searc’ ie frat: 5 7 
Scriptures. _4 at fa 
saeetar cfc a 
(1) The repetition is to in- 11 StQryATUeATE: 
dicate [as it will do to the Wl 
reader of the Sankhya Apho- 
risms], that this is the con- 
clusion of the section. 
(2) “Search,” eto. Thatis 18 | feercdter vf t 


to say, they are to be studied afta fren Zhrz- 
diligently and candidly, not f 


with the intention of finding feastagia areferarerg: 
objections, but with the desire 4eenarattar Tard: t 
of finding the trath. Further, fang qurfawrearaate a- 


at the time of thus studying, af ari at f- 
Jet him with sincerity and hu- 


mility pray to the Lord of the © waiaia Prenee efia- 
universe, saying, “Show me WY wasau: areata 
the truth who am seeking to ¢fy wal 
know it, and the way in which 
T ought to walk.” Amen. 

Here ends the Fifth Book 
ofthe Elucidation ofthe Chris. __** GEWAST gut we 
tian Religion. a sara: fi 


APPENDIX 


or 


NOTES AND DISSERTATIONS. 


SzvzRaL points involved in the preceding treatise 
appear to call for a fuller exposition than could have 
been given, where each point first prescnted itself, 
without the risk of injuriously interrupting the thread 
of the argument. Such points may be, perhaps, profit- 
ably treated in separate Notes, in which a somewhat 
familiar style of treatment, and an admixture of dialogue, 
—employed not less for the sake of perspicuity than of 
vivacity,—may be not displeasing to the reader. Our 
first dissertation is on the subject of “ Matter,” a most 
important topic where the missionary has to reason with 
idolaters,—much more with idolaters imbued, from the 
cradle, through the very language, with a system of 
metaphysics of such a nature that, if the missionary 
neglect or fail to master it and its strictly defined ter- 
minology, he will strive in vain to make his arguments 
against idolatry intelligible, even to the most candid 
among those whom he addresses, One missionary, for 
example (the case is not feigned), thinks that he has 
stated, with sufficient precision, the proposition that 
“God is not material,” when he has stated to a Hinda 
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that God is not dravya, te. not a “substance,” which an 
idol certainly is;—but he omits to keep in mind that 
there is (as Milton says), “spiritual substance” as well 
as “ material,” both of them included under the head of 
dravya = “substance ;” so that his proposition conveys 
to the Hindi the assertion that “God is neither Matter 
nor Spirit.” These things, though metaphysical, are not 
trifling. The man who thinks them such, mistakes his 
yocation when he ventures to become a missionary to the 
Hindiis. Again, the missionary may perhaps feel equally 
convinced that his meaning ought to be understood when 
he has propounded that God is no padartha,—this term 
certainly being denotative of a “material thing,”—but 
it denotes also whatever is meant by any term,—so that 


‘ the proposition here conveys to the Hindi the assertion 


that the term “God” has no meaning, denotes nothing,— 
not even the non-existence of anything. Another reasoner 
suggests—for “‘ Matter”—the term Vastu, which, where 
it is a recognised and defined metaphysical term, denotes 
_ the “Supreme Spirit,” to the exclusion of whatever is not 


| spirit. But the reader who cares to see this question 


discussed more fully need not be longer detained from 
the note following. 


NOTE A. 


A DIALOGUE ON THE TERM “MATTER” AND ITS POS- 
SIBLE CORRESPONDENTS IN THE HINDU DIALECTS. 


You have frequently expressed a wish, my Theophilus, 
that I should explain to you clearly and concisely those 
opinions of my Hindi friends which, in the current ex- 
positions of them, appear to be so strange as to render it 
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scarcely credible that a thinking person should seriously 
entertain them. It occurs to me that I may in some 
measure perform what you require of me by giving 
you—to the best-of my recollection—an account of a 
conversation, on the subject of “ Matter,” which took 
place the other evening. You know Eusebius, our in- 
defatigable missionary. He had just returned, rather 
wearied, from preaching all day amidst the noise and 
distraction of a mela, or religious fair ; but he brightened 
up as he saw the inquiring young Brahman, Taradatt, 
approaching. Eusebius and I had been sitting on the 
high bank that overhangs the Ganges, whore the sacred 
stream glides past the garden of the excellent Philoxenus. 
By the strangest of coincidences, Lawrence happened 
to be with us. You know Lawrence, with his huge 
quantity of reading, and his frequent, or, rather, habitual, 
absence of mind. Taradatt smiled as he sat down and 
addressed Eusebius. ‘“ You have been labouring to en- 
lighten the holiday makers at the melé to-day, my dear 
Sir, if one may judge from your jaded look.” “You 
have guessed rightly,” replied Eusebius; but why do 
you smile?” “At the amusing inexhaustibleness of 
your patience,” replied the other. “Surely,” exclaimed 
Eusebius, “you do not expect that I shall ever give up 
labouring in my vocation from despair at the apparent 
ineffectualness of my efforts? It is my part to labour ; 
it belongs to God to give the increase in his own good 
time.” 

Taradatt.—My being a Hindi does not prevent me 
from appreciating and honouring your perseverance in 
the face of difficulties. But I could not help smiling at 
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the thought of the discouragements to which you must 
have been exposed to-day.. Did your audience consist 
entirely of the illiterate? 

Eusebius—No. There was forward young men who 
interrupted me from time to time, declaring that all that 
was true in my account of the Deity was to be found in 
the books of the Hindis, from which the Europeans had 
borrowed, or stolen, without understanding the real im- 
port of what they were appropriating. He produced a 
marked effect upon the people, by declaring that my 
views of the omniscience and the omnipresence of God 
were lamentably imperfect,—the true view of that subject 
being conveyed, he contended, in a text of the Veda, 
which he quoted in Sanskrit, and which, of course, not 
one of them understood a word of.” 

Tarddatt.— Can you repeat the text ?” 

Eusebius declared he feared he could not, not having 
fully understood it himself. Only he was sure it con- 
tained a pointed reference to the word “all,” and sounded 
somewhat like so and so,—reciting here certain sounds, 
with which, O Theophilus, I cannot at this moment tax 
my memory. The words which had appeared of so grave 
import to the listeners at the meld,-had quite a different 
effect upon the Brahman, who burst out laughing, assur- 
ing us, as gravely as he could, that the words were 
quoted from the Grammar of Panini, and that they bore 
reference to nothing beyond the fact that in al/ cases the 
word “cow” was optionally amenable to a certain euphonic 
rule. Eusebius himself could not help smiling at the 
barefaced impudence of the trick which had been played 
him; and Taradatt took advantago of the incident to 
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press a suggestion which it appears he had made more 
than once before. 

Téradatt.—You see, my dear Sir, that you would be 
the better of knowing our sacred language. I do not, 
indeed, promise you that, evon with a knowledge of the 
Sanskrit, you would be able to convince the illiterate. 
Our low-caste Hindiis are too modest to think for them- 
selves. They commit the keeping of their consciences to 
the bands of us Brahmans just as, I have heard, the 
people on the continent of Europe make over the same 
trust to their own Brahmans. The Europeans aro un- 
fortunate in this, that they are necessarily misled, their 
guides being blind leaders, or, at all events, guides grop- 
ing in the dark; but ‘in this more favoured land the 
people have reposed their implicit confidence in guides 
who have eyes and who have light. The people here are 
content with guidance ; they do not seek for light, which 
might possibly dazzle them. Can it be, that you, Eusebius, 
shrink from meeting the learned of India on their own 
ground, preferring, as Jess arduous, to defy them from a 
safe distance, and to come to close quarters only with the 
avowedly uninstructed, who afford you an easy triumph 
in argument, though, you will admit, they afford you 
little else ? 

Eusebius —You wish to provoke me, I perceive, to an 
argument with your learned self, friend Taradatt; and 
you know very well that neither I nor my brother mis- 
sionaries are wont to shrink from a contest with you, 
arduous as you may choose to think it. But you are 
not ignorant that a characteristic difference between the 
Gospel and the lights which the Brahmans declare that 
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they possess is this, that to the poor the Gospel is 
preached. By the poor we understand those whom you 
look upon as of Jow caste, and hence unworthy, or incap- 
able, of enlightenment. The Gospel acknowledges no dis- 
tinctions among men, except to point out the lowly as the 
especial objects of its care. 

Téridatt,—But are these to be the sole objects of its 
care ? 

Eusebius.—By no means. How can you insinuate 
that we have made them so? You have long had the 
New Testament in your loved Sanskrit, and you have 
more recently received the Pentateuch in the same. I 
wish that, to us, as large a proportion of your Veda were 
available, if it were only as a literary curiosity.* 

Tarddatt,Your mention of the Veda reminds me that 
the portion of it which has been printed in Europe is 
accompanied by an ample commentary, without which 
even we could not understand the text. Now, much of 
the text of your Scriptures is, to us, at least not less 
obscure. Have you no explanatory commentary ? ‘ 

Eusebius.—We have, and more commentaries than 
one. To select from these the portions most likely to be 
needed by a Hindi reader, and to digest them into a 
separate volume in the vernacular, or to print them along 
with the text, would be a commendable work in one who 
could do no better. 

Taradatt—I should weleome such a work, though I 
should like it in the Sanskrit rather than in the ver- 
neoular. 


+ The substance of this Note'g in the Benares some years ago, 
shen oaly the him volume of tho Ey’ Pada had been pubtishel by Mar Miler 
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Eusebius.—That is to say, you would prefer keeping 
it to yourself and your brother Brahmans. 

Térddatt.—If I did, yet its being in Sanskrit would 
scarcely secure that end. But let that pass. I am not 
so anxious to keep all knowledge to my own class, but 
that I should be very well pleased if I could make you 
yourself understand and appreciate the sublime philosophy 
of the Hindi religion. 

Eusebius.—Why, Mr. Colebrooke has enabled me to 
do that already. But that need not prevent you from 
indulging in some declamation on your favourite topic. 
Tam all attention. Lawrence, who is watching the first 
glimmer of the rising moon on the ripple of the stream, 
will not interrupt you without good reason; and as for 
our other friend, he, for reasons of his own, is not likely 
to interrupt you at all. 

This last observation, my Theophilus, was designed 
to convey a gentle sarcasm on myself; Eusebius holding, 
in spite of all my protestations to the contrary, that I am 
half a Hindi, because I am fonder than he is of their 
sacred language. You, my friend, know that the im- 
putation is undeserved; but it would have been useloss 
to remonstrate with Eusebius, so I contented myself with 
shrugging my shoulders in the way of protest, whilst 
Lawrence, removing his eyes from the moon, looked 
benevolently, yet mournfully, on Tarddatt. The latter, 
instead of becoming eloquent on the theme proposed, 
simply stated his belief that one thing alone existed. 

Eusebius.—Well, what thing ? 

Taradatt.—Do not accuse me of trifling with you if 
T answer “ that thing.” As one of your poets makes a 
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lady ask, so I may ask here, “ What's in a name?” If 
there be but one thing, then this one thing is all, and it 
may be (what nothing else supposable can be) definitely 
named by that which you Europeans call a pronoun, and 
which we, the followers of Panini, call a sarva-ndma, or 
“name of all or any thing.” We call the one thing, in 
Sanskrit, tat, i.e. “ that.” 

Eusebius —Good ;—but if you, like your lady in the 
play, have no predilection for any name in particular, 
you will perhaps have no objection to give me some other 
name in exchange for this “that,” which does not please 
me. 

Tévadatt.—Let the name be Brake, 

Busebius.—Has that name a meaning ? 

Téradatt—The word being derived from the root 
orth, ‘to increase,” may signify “that from which all 
emanates.” 

Eusebius.—From which all what emanates ? 

Téradatt-—All that which is no thing,—Brahm being 
the one only thing—the sole reality—according to the 
sense of that term as derived from the Latin res, a 
“thing,” as I suppose it is. 

Eusebius.—W ell, laying aside for the present all that 
is no thing, pray fell us all that you can about the one 
thing. 

Tarédatt.—All that can be told about it,—in fact, all 
that it t2,—-may be enounced very briefly. It is exist- 
ence, knowledge, and joy. There you have the whole. 
It is not a something, of which these are the properties 
or qualities,—but these are #4, and it these. 

‘Fusebius.—And this material world ? 
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Téradatt.—That to which you give the name of a 
material world is an illusion. 

At this moment, O Theophilus, Lawrence, who had 
seemed previously to be wrapped in his own thoughts, 
broke silence and spoke as follows :— Pi 

Lawrence-—* We are placed in a system in which 
mankind will deal with us, and we, in spite of all theories 
to the contrary, must deal with mankind, as if the objects 
of sense were real. Hence it does, I own, seem to me an 
unpractical philosophy which leads men to treat these 
things as if they were unreal.” 

On hearing these words, O Theophilus, the Brahman 
seemed not a little perplexed. After pondering them for 
some time, with his eyes fixed upon the ground, he looked 
up, designing apparently to reply to the speaker ; but, 
perceiving that the eyes of Lawrence were again bent 
intently on the moon, he turned to Eusebius, and re- 
marked as follows :— 

Téradatt——Men do deal with one another as if the 
objects of sense were real ; and, for aught that I can say 
to the contrary, they possibly must so deal with one an- 
other, so long ‘as the illusion of a world continues. I, 
for one, am not concerned with the inquiry whether this 
or that philosophy is “ practical” or “‘unpractical.” T 
ask simply, what is true? What you Europeans call 
“ practical,” is, I imagine, what we Hindus call oyava- 
harika ; and we admit the importance of attending to 
such a consideration, so far as coucerns this illusive 
world; but we do not see how the consideration bears 
upon the one reality, which is the sole object of sound 
philosophy. If I mistake not, your own Berkeley was 
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idly charged with inoulcating an “ unpractical” philo- 
sophy, when he questioned the existence of material 
substance; but the best of your writers now-a-days 
acknowledge, that, while he questioned the existence of 
anything under the phenomena,—to be called material sub- 
stance from its being sub or under these,—he did not deny 
that there were such phenomena as required such and such 
actions to be practised. For example, he did not neglect 
to practise the action of getting out of the way of a loaded 
wagon, although he held that the driver of. the wagon no 
more believed in the existence of a material substance of 
the wagon, over and above all its powers and properties, 
than he himself did,—the conception that there is any 
such inscrutable substratum, being, he contended, the con- 
ception of his metaphysical opponents, and not that either 
of himself—accused of over-refinement in speculation— 
or of the wagoner not so accused. We do not, then, 
treat phenomena as if they were unreal,—that is to say, 
as if they were not; but we dony that they are real— 
that they are things. Our treatment of them is “ prac- 
tical,” our conception of them, at the same time, is 
correct. 

Eusebius.—We must look a little closer into that 
word real;—but hark, Lawrence, who has seemingly been 
in a brown study since he last spoke, appears to be again 
about to speak. 

Lawrence.—“ And as experience is our guide, and not 
theory, in practical matters; as, further, men often entail 
upon themselves, and even upon others, very great 
misery, even in this life, by obstinately following their 
own theories of things, in opposition to the teaching of 
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men of experience, it becomes a very serious question 
for you, whether you ought not to be able to prove the 
Vedanta system far more demonstrafively, before you let 
it have the least influence upon your practice. And the 
choice between Christianity and Brahminism is a prac- 
tical question, and one which you will find, the more you 
Imow of Christianity, to be materially affected by the 
view you take of our relations to matter.” 

The Brahman, O Theophilus, on hearing this, became 
apparently more puzzled than before. He paused so long 
that at length Euscbius interrupted his meditations by 
asking what was the Sanskrit word for matter. 

Téradatt——There is no Sanskrit word for “ matter.” 

Eusebius —You surprise me. Colonel Vans Kennedy, 
I know, denied that there was a Sanskrit word answer- 
ing to our philosophical term “ matter ;” but Sir G. 
Haughton immediately supplied him with a dozen. 

Térddatt.—What were they? 

Eusebius replying that he could not undertake to 
recollect thom, I, O Theophilus, being not unwilling to 
aid, in some subordinate manner, a discussion which 
interested me not a little, got up and fetched the book, 
which happened to be among the borrowed volumes that 
enrich my library, and occasionally reproach my pune- 
tuality. Eusebius, turning to the place [the 22ist page 
of the (London) Asiatic Journal, vol. xviii., new series, 
1835], read out the words of Sir Graves Haughton as 
follows :—‘‘I must, however, go beyond this refutation, 
and inform your readers of what they might reasonably 
have expected, namely, that the Sanskrit language con- 
tains many words for matter. Take the following exampies: 

ll 
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4, vasu, dravya, sarira, mirth, tatiwa, padartha, prad- 
hana, midla-prokriti ; and, with the Jainas, pudgala.” 

On hearing this list read, to each item in which it 
struck me that Lawrence nodded a mild approval, the 
Brahman, O Theophilus, gradually opened his eyes wider 
and wider. At the close, he rubbed them as if in doubt 
whether he were awake; and then he requested a sight 
of the volume. Having certified himself that the words 
were printed as they had seemed to strike his ear, and 
that he was therefore probably awake, he asked Eusebius 
whether he was content to receive each or any one of 
these words as the synonyme of the term “ matter,”— 
the Jan of the Greeks. 

Eusebius.—I am content to hear what you have got 
to say against receiving them as such. 

Téradatt.—Let us look at them in succession. The 
word vastu (as the Veddnta Sira will tell you) means the 
Divine Spirit, the one thing recognised as a reality in the 
Vedanta. The whole of what we talk of as tho world is, 
according to the Vedanta, a-vastu, i.e. “not a thing.” 
What you speak.of as the material world is what we call 
not vastu. And the samo applies to the term vasu, the 
second in the list. Then the term dravya, as stated in 
the Tarka Sangraha and a score of other works, is the 
generic name of earth, water, light, air, ether, time, space, 
soul, and mind. 

Eusebius.—Soul, do you say ? 

Taradatt.—Certainly. Soul is one of the things be- 
longing to the list headed dravya. Do you hold it to be 
matter ? 

Eusebius.—Heaven forbid. 
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Téradatt—Then I fear that this term will not suit; 
the more so as I imagine you will object to classing time 
and space as varieties of matter. 

Husebius.—Pray, on what principle do you class these 
with earth and water ? 

Téradatt.—On the principle that qualities, ete., belong 
to them, as you may see by referring to the 23rd verse of 
the Bhashi-parichchheda, the text-book of the Nyaya, that 
is in the hands of every schoolboy. 

Eusebius,—Then you hold time to be a substance ? 

Tarédatt.—What do you mean by “ substance ?” 

Eusebius.—Its meaning accords with its etymology. 
It is that which “stands under,” and serves as if were 
for a support to the qualitics which could not exist apart 
from it. 

Téradatt—I like your definition, for it is my own; 
and so if time has any qualities, then time is the sub- 
stance in which these its own qualities inhere. But tell 
mo:—Wo mortals have wishes and we have fears; we 
have doubts, difficultics, and, occasionally, joys. Do 
these exist apart and of themselves ? 

Eusebius. —No. A wish does not exist without a 
wisher, nor a doubt apart from one that doubts. Why 
do you ask a question the answer to which is so self- 
evidently obvious? 

Térddatt—I ask it because I am curious to know 
whether you hold that these wishes and doubts can exist 
apart from matter, Is your wisher or your doubter neces- 
sarily material ? 

Eusebius—By no means. I happen to remember that 
your own revered Gautama declares that “‘ desire, aver- 
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sion,” ete. belong to the soul, The soul is a spiritual 
substance, not a material substance. 

Térédatt,—You remember rightly ; you refer to the 
tenth aphorism of Gautama’s first lecture. But you speak 
of spiritual substance as differing from material sub- 
stance ;—do you really then, in Europe, hold that there 
is such a twofold distinction in “substance ?” 

Eusebius—Unquestionably. There are, indeed, men, 
calling themselves “ materialists,” who hold that there is 
only one substance ; but those who recite the creed in 
which the persons of the Trinity are acknowledged to be 
“the same in substance,” speak, as Milton does, of spiritual 
substance, not of matter. If you will glance down the 
page that is before you, you will see an apposite remark 
of Cudworth’s, which, as Sir G. Haughton observes, Lord 
Brougham, in his Discourse on Natural Theology, page 93, 
quotes with applause. Pray read it aloud. 

Taradatt.— Ah, here is what you refer to :—‘ What- 
ever is, or hath any kind of entity, doth either subsist by 
itself, or else is an attribute, affection, or mode of some- 
thing that doth subsist by itself.” Well, I agree with 
Sir G. Haughton that this is obviously true. But tell 
me, in your opinion, does the Deity “subsist by itself,” 
or is it “ an attribute, ete. ?” 

Eusebius,—Of course you know my opinion. God 
exists of himself. His is a spiritual substance. 

Taradatt,—This I expected you to say; and I tho- 
roughly agree with you. But I must now beg you to 
explain the passage which had just caught my eye on the 
opposite page. 

Husebius.—Read out the passage. 
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Téradatt.—I find Sir G. Haughton, in page 220, de- 
clares as follows :—‘‘ Every one conversant with these 
subjects must know thet, in philosophical language, eub- 
stance, body, and matter mean all one and the same thing, 
and, as such, are opposed to spirit.” Permit me to ask 
you, when your creed speaks of the persons of the Trinity 
as being “the same in substance,” does it mean that they 
consist of the same matter ? 

Eusebius.—Again, I say, God forbid. But allow me 
to look at the book ; for the passage that you have just 
read makes me suspect, as you did of yourself a littlo 
while ago, that I must be droaming. 

Taking the book, O Theophilus, Eusobius appeared 
tho more perplexed the more he pondered and reperused 
the passage asserting the identity of “substanco, body, 
and matter.” At length he oxclaimed:—“ Indeed it 
seems to me that Col. Vans Kennedy, when he assailed 
Mr. Colebrook’s account of the Vedanta, ond Sir G. C. 
Haughton, when he defended it, must have beon engaged 
in a game of cross-purposes, which the enlightencd Mr. 
Colebrooke himself,—had he not been then, alas, upon 
his death-bed,—would have been able to bring to a satis- 
factory conclusion. 

Taridatt—Pray explain what you refor to. 

Eusebius.—I shall perhaps be the better prepared to 
do this, if you will first complete your detail of objections 
to the string of terms which Sir G. C. Haughton offered 
to Col. Kennedy as equivalents for the philosophical term 
matter ;~but see, here comes the cheerful Chrysostomus 
and his meek-eyed helpmate. Let us welcome them. 

The cheerful Chrysostomus, you must know, O Theo- 
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philus, is a valiant polemic,—formidable in argument, 
for his good-humoured imperturbability, as he is attrac- 
tive at all times through his imperturbable good humour. 
With a sigh that seemed to come from a heart as light as 
heart ‘could wish, he shook his head gently at Taradatt, 
who, receiving this not unexpected greeting with an 
expression of countenance blending tho comic and the 
kindly, without further exordium addressed him. 

Taradait.—W e are enquiring, O Chrysostomus, whe- 
ther there be any Indian term answering to the word 
“ matter.” 

“ And where is the difficulty ?” exclaimed Chrysos- 
tomus. ‘‘ Down in the city, padartha is one very good 
word for it, and dravya is another.” 

Taradatt recapitulated the objections to the term 
dravya, which I have already recorded; and Chrysos- 
tomus shook his head, as if he thought that thero wero 
here a splitting of straws; but just thon Philoxcnus, 
hearing that a lady had arrived, hastened out to say 
that tea was preparing; and the lady was led off, 
followed by her worthy spouse. 

The Brahman then resumed his criticism of the list, 
remarking that to place among the synonymes the term 
sarira, which (as rendered rightly in Wilson’s Dictionary, 
and also in Sir G. C. Haughton’s own) means only te 
body, looked almost like a punning design to burlesque 
the proposition that “substanco, body, and matter, mean 
all one and the same thing.” “The next term,” he con- 
tinued, “viz., mirté, which, in common language, means 
a form or image (poem), means, in philosophical language, 
whatever has definite limits. Earth, water, light, air, 
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and mind, we are told,' are of this description, while the 
ether is a substance not of this description. If the sub- 
stance air extended as far as the substance ether, it would 
cease to bear the name in question, yet this would be 
very different from its ceasing to be material.” 

Eusebius.—But what do you hold to be the definite 
magnitude of the mind ? 

Tarédatt.—In tho system to which the term under 
discussion belongs, the mind is held to be of the size of 
an atom.? 

Eusebius.—W ell, let that pass ;—but pray continue 
your censures. The next term that you have to deal with 
is tattwa, 

Tarddatt—Tho term tattwa belongs more peculiarly 
to the Sinkhya school. Being, according to the ordinary 
etymology, an abstract derivative from the pronoun iat, 
“that,” if answers to the /wccettas of Duns Scotus; but. 
in the Sankhya it is employed as a concrete term to de- 
note the eight ‘“ producers,” the sixteen “ productions,” 
and “soul.” 

usebius.—In such an acceptation the term certainly 
does not correspond with matter; but, though the term 
bears a sense so oxtonsive in the Sinkhya system, may it 
not answer to the term matter in some of the others? 

Téradatt—In the Nyaya it bears a sense founded on 
its supposed etymology,—it means the nature of anything 
as it really is,—in short, iruth. 

Fusebius.—lts supposed etymology ? Is the etymology 
called in question that you have just mentioned ? 


1 Soe the Bhdsha-parichchheda, v. 24, aud its commontary, p. 12. 
2 Soe ante, p. xxiv. 
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Taradatt.—-Certainly ; by those who know what truth 
is, There is but one truth that can be declared to any 
one; and that one solitary truth,—obscured only by the 
unavoidable imperfections of language,—is conveyed in 
the formula fat twam, “That art thou.” The hearer of 
this truth—(from the terms of which, you perceive, truth 
itself takes its designation of ¢attwa)—when he has rightly 
understood and accepted it, changing the “ thou” to the 
first person, reflects thus—“ Jam Brahma.” This is so 
far well;—but he must finally got rid of the habit of 
making even /imself an object of thought. There must 
be no object. The subject alone must remain—a thought, 
a joy, an existence,—and the only one.’ 

Eusebius.—Take breath, I beseech you, and then let 
us finish the list, the next term in which is the word 
padartha, which our friend Chrysostomus thinks a good 
one. 

Téradatt—The term padértha? means “ substance” 
(including soul), “quality,” “action,” “ com——.” 

“Tn short,” interrupted Eusebius, “it seems to mean 
everything ;—is it so?” 

Taradatt—It means everything that is,;—with the 
varieties of non-existence into the bargain. 

Eusebius.—Very possibly it may do so in the philo- 
sophical systems; but when the word recalls to the 
mind of the generality of hearers the idea of sticks and 
stones, and rivers and fruits, and so on, why is it not as 
good a word to use for matter, when speaking to those 
who are not philosophers, as any other ? 


1 Bee ante, p. xxvii. 2 Tarka-sangraks, p. 1. 
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At this question, O Theophilus, the Brahman looked 
as if taken aback. After some reflection he replied. 

Taradatt—Let me understand you, my dear Sir. 
The question in‘hand, if I am not mistaken, was this,— 
viz., Do such and such terms represent the European 
term “matter” so precisely, that the difference in 
opinion between Colonel Vans Kennedy and Sir G. 0. 
Haughton could, so long as we employ one of thoso 
terms as.the substitute for the term matter, be brought 
under the cognizance of learned Hindiis in such a 
manner that the difference of opinion could be intelli- 
gently entertained, and rightly adjudicated upon, by 
these competent judges? I deny that the terms are 
such as to allow of this. Few more competent judges 
could have been found than Rammohun Roy; and yot 
he, when the dispute was laid before him,’ was so abso- 
lutely ignorant of the meaning of the term matter, 
that he thought that he had settled the question 
submitted to him, by pointing to a passage in his 
own works, fully supporting Mr. Colebrooke’s inter- 
pretation, “that,” according to the Vedanta philosophy, 
“God was not only the eficient but the material cause 
of tho universe.” I have been all along talking on 
the supposition that the enquiry is, how you are to 
let Indian philosophers understand what you mean by 
matter,—not—what words may serve when speaking 
to the illiterate about material products, without any 
reference to the philosophical conception of matter at all. 

Eusebius.—Well,—tet it be so. I shall expect you 
to explain what bearing the remark of Rammohun 


3 Lonilon Asiatic Journat, vol, sxxv., new sories, 1835, p. 214. 


132 NOTE A. 


Roy has upon your spiritual Vedantism, which it seems 
to mo to reduce to something very like simple material- 
ism; but, in the first instance, pray finish your list of 
terms. What objection havo you to pradhana ? 

Yoradatt.— The term pradhina belongs to the 
Sankhya philosophy, where it is interchangeable with 
the next term in the list, viz., mida-prakriti, as Professor 
H. H. Wilson’s translation shows.’ Either term is 
usually translated by the term nature. Such a term— 
(for of the Jaina misuse of the word pudgala, I, like 
other Brahmans, know nothing)—comes, perhaps, nearor 
to the term matter than any other in the list; but 
yet it will not servo as a substitute for the Jay. You 
cannot speak of the pradhdna of a jar, or the pradhina 
of a web, as you speak of the Say or matter of a goblet 
or a statue, because pradhana is the name of a single 
powor, like the “Nature” of European sceptics. Further, 
instead of this pradhdna being a substance, you may 
learn from Professor Wilson,’ that it is the aggrogate 
of the three qualities, “ goodness,” “ foulness,” and 
* darkness.” 

Eusebius—Aha, my friend,—but I happen to have 
jotted down in my note-book an extract from the page 
preceding that to which I presume you mean to refer 
me. There® Professor Wilson says that, “in speaking 
of qualities, however, the term guna is not to be 
regarded as au insubstantial or accidental attribute, 
but as a substance discernible by soul through tho 


) & Mula, ‘the root,’ prakriti ‘nature,’ is pradhina, ‘chicf,” Se, Soe Wilson's 
Sankbya Kariki, p. 16. 
2 Bankhya Karika, p. 53. 3 {bid, p. 52, 
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medium of the faculties.” What, then, is tho use of 
founding upon its being called 2 quality ? 

Here, O Theophilus, I ventured to express my own 
opinion on this point. ‘Professor Wilson,” I said, 
“rightly reports the opinion of the Sankhya when he 
says that what aro usually spoken of os the three 
* qualities,’ (guna) might with propriety be termed ‘In- 
gredients or constituents of nature.’ But while it 
would follow logically that, if nature be substantial, 
these its ingredients or constitucnts cannot be dsub- 
stantial, it also follows logically that, if these ingredients 
or constituents are not substances but qualitics, thon 
nature, the aggregate of them, cannot be substantial, 
but is an aggregate of qualities.” Hero Euscbius show- 
ing symptoms of impatience, I paused dofercntially, and 
he exclaimed, as I had partly expected—‘‘ What room 
is there for any such opinion, forsooth, whon Professor 
‘Wilson cites the very words of Kapila’s commentator, 
who tells us that Satwa and the rest are ‘things,’ 
not ‘ specific properties.’”' ‘Forgive mo,” I horo ex- 
claimed in turn, “if I object to the rendering, in this 
prosent connexion, of Varseshiké gunah by ‘specific 
properties,’ instead of by ‘the Vaiseshika gunas.’ Accord- 
ing to the Varseshikas, the gunas-—-the things to which 
exclusively these philosophers allow the name of ‘ quality’ 
—are twenty-four in number, and to these they deny 
the possession of, or the right of standing as substratum 
to, any of the said four-and-twenty qualities. The 
twenty-four ‘qualities’ of the Vaiseshtka philosophy,’ are 

\ werretfan gente Sitferet yer: 
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called guna ;—and the Sankhya commentator, dreading 
that his own three ‘qualities’ might be mistaken for 
these, took care to warn us that they are of the 
Vatseshika gunas ;—and, to make assurance doubly sure, 
he stated that they were spoken of by Kapila in terms 
which a Vavseshika or a Naiyayika was bound to apply 
only to 2 substance,—viz, as ‘themselves having 
qualities.’ “Well, well,” interrupted Eusebius, “waiv- 
ing that question, let me recall friend Taridatt to 
tho dictum of Rammohun Roy, ‘that, according to the 
Vedanta philosophy, God was not only the efferent but 
the material cause of the universe” If God be the 
material cause of a material universe, then what is God 
but matter? Really I begin to doubt how I am to 
avoid agreeing with Colonel Kennedy that it is impossible 
to suppose that Mr. Colebrooke, who employs the same 
terms—saying of God, that ‘He is both efficient and 
material cause of the world’!—could be of opinion 
that such a system could be otherwise than material. 
I see, indeed, that Mr. Colebrooke, by what Sir G. C. 
Haughton calls ‘a fortunate departure from his usual 
reserve,’* has left an explicit record of his opinion of 
the Vedénta philosophy that removes all doubt as to 
his conception of its nature. The Vedanta, he says, 
‘deduces from the text of the Indian scriptures a 
refined psychology, which goes to a denial of a material 
world. *® But is not this contradictory to the other 
assertion? Deny a moterial world, and what do you 
mean by its material cause? Sir G. C. Haughton 


1 Culebrooks’s Zxsays, vol. i, p. 371. ? Aviatie Journal,, vol. aviii,, p. 215, 
3 Colebrooks's Eracys, vol. i, p. 227. 
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appears to have been conscious that there was some 
inconsistency here, for he seeks to shift the blame from 
Mr. Colebrooke to the Vedfntists themselves. Mr. 
Colebrooke held the Vedanta to be a refined psycho- 
logy, and ‘consequently,’ argues Sir G. C. Haughton, 
‘should it appear to be, as Colonel Kennedy asserts, 
a system of gross and material pantheism in the writings 
of Mr. Colebrooke, such an inference must be deduced 
from the expressions of its Indian interpreters, who are 
faithfully rendered by him.’' I must say, I think 
Sir G. C. Haughton had better have confined his defence 
of Mr. Colebrooke to this single assertion that the 
inconsistency belongs to the systom itself which Mr. 
Colebrooke faithfully expounded. No more then needed , 
to be said. The most marvellous thing of all is the 
fact that Colonel Kennedy, with the inconsistency star- 
ing him in the face, could speak of the Vedanta as 
‘the most spiritual system that ever was imagined by 
man,* Solve this riddle, friend Taradatt, if you have 
the power,—which I greatly doubt.” 

Térédatt——The riddle can be solved without diffi- 
eulty. There is no such inconsistency as you imagine 
in the system, and neither is there in Mr. Colebrooke’s 
exposition. Colonel Kennedy misunderstood Mr. Cole- 
brooke, and Sir G. C. Haughton, with his well-intended 
interference and his pet dogma of the co-extensive 
signification of the terms “substance” and “ matter,” 
bewildered the Colone! still further. The Rajah, Ram- 
mohun Roy, was right in declaring that Mr. Colebrooke 
was right. Had the Rajah been as thoroughly well 


1 Aniatio Journal, vol. xviii, p. 215. 2 Fed, p. 98. 
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versed in the technical terminology of European philo- 
sophy as in that of the Vedanta and the Nyiya, he 
could at once have placed his finger on the misconceived 
term which lay at the bottom of the strange logomachy 
recorded in these papers of the Asiatic Journal. Mr. 
Colebrooke, had he been in health, could have done 
this ; and I can fancy the readiness with which that most 
candid of scholars would have given up the use of a 
term which was liable to such misconception. When 
Mr. Colebrooke, or Rammohun Roy, speaks of the 
Vediintic tenet that God is the material cause of the 
universe, do you suppose ho means a cause consisting 
of the matter which we have been hitherto in vain 
seeking to find a name for in the list offered by Sir G. 
C. Taughton ? 

Euscbius.—If not, then what is it that he does mean? 

Téradatt.—Why, surely,—if we have had such diffi- 
culty in finding—what we have not yet found—a term 
in the philosophic vocabulary of India answering to 
matter, docs it not strike you as an odd cireumstance 
that tho same vocabulary should so readily supply a 
term for a ‘material cause?” 

Eusebius.—Now that you mention it, the circum- 
stance does seem indeed somewhat odd. But may we 
not turn it to good account? We want a word for 
“matter ;”—tell me then your word for “ material,” 
and I imagine that we shall only have to lop off the 
adjectival termination in order to find what we were 
in search of. 

Téradati—It grieves me to disappoint you, but in 
the present instance your disappointment is unavoidable. 
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The Sanskrit term rendered ‘“ material cause” is sama- 
vayi-kérana, In the Vedanta books the term upddana- 
kérana is more commonly used, but the same thing is 
meant. The portion of the term (viz., samavdyt) so 
frequently rendered, by Mr. Colebrooke and his suc- 
cossors, “ material,” is the adjectival derivative of the 
word samavaya—which Mr. Colebrooke rightly renders 
“intimate and constant relation.” 

Eusebius. —“ Tntimate and constant relation ?’—this 
will never serve as an equivalent for matter. 

Téradatt.—No. But it will serve very well to 
denote tho rolation between a substance and its quali- 
ties, as it.is employed, in our philosophical vocabulary, 
to do. once the logomachy of Colonel Kennedy and 
Sir G. C. Haughton might have been prevented if Mr. 
Colebrooke had rendered samavayi-karana by “ substantial 
cause” instead of “material cause.” That Mr. Cole- 
brooke did not confound substance with matter, like his 
well-intentioned defender, is evident from his speaking 
of soul as a substance. “Being a substance,” he says, 
“though immaterial, as a substratum of qualities, it is 
placed in Canado’s arrangement as one of the nine sub- 
stances which are thero recognized.”* Now, pray ob- 
serve,—Soul, though immaterial, is a substratum of 
qualities :—qualities, according to Plato and the Vedin- 
tists alike, have not an esse such as their substratum 
has:—hence, soul, the immaterial,.is the only real 
essence ;—Mr. Colebrooke was right in saying that the 
Vedanta is a “refined psychology ;” Colonel Kennedy, 
rightly entertaining the same view of the Vedanta, was 

2 Colebrooke’s Zeeays, vol. i, p. 267. F Tid, vol. i, p. 268, 
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to blame for boggling at Mr. Colebrooke’s employment 
of the technical term ‘material cause” for what might 
better have been called “substratum ;”—and Sir G. C. 
Haughton was to be condoled with for a confusion of 
ideas in regard to the co-oxtensiveness of matter and 
substance, which are no more co-extensive in meaning 
than cow is co-extensive with quadruped. 

Having heard this, Eusebius, as it appeared to me, 
became thoughtful. He shook his head several times, 
as if doubtful. At length he looked up briskly and 
exclaimed :—‘ Why do you talk of soul, as if there were 
but one? I have a soul; you have a soul; even our 
friond here——” ‘Stop, my dear sir,” exclaimed the 
Brihman, “we have separate minds, but soul is one 
only—pure and unchangeable.” But here, O Theophi- 
lus, as you will observe, tho conversation diverged from 
the question of matter ;—so I will not at present report 
the discussion that ensued. . Ultimately left alone, I 
joined the circle at the tea-table of Philoxenus, where 
the conversation, cheerful and miscellaneous, bore little 
reference to tho notions of the Hindis. 


NOTE B. 


ON THE HINDU EMPLOYMENT OF THE TERMS “SOUI” 
AND “MIND.” ; 

You ask me, O Theophilus, what the Brahman was 

going to say, when my lest communication was abruptly 

brought to a close by the diverging of Eusebius from 

the question of the term “matter.” Eusebius, then, in 

reply to the Brihman’s assertion of the unity of. soul 
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and the plurality of minds, exclaimed—“ You talk most 
atrangely, explain yourself if possible.” 

Tarédait—You observe the moon, which Lawrence 
has kept gazing at,—indifferent to our conversation, on 
the subject of which his mind is apparently made up. 
Now look into any of these large earthen vessels which 
Philoxenns keops filled with water for the benefit of his 
beloved shrubs and trees. If it should seem to you, 
that the moon is visible in every one of these, as weil 
as in the sacred stream that ripples before us, would you 
conclude that there are many moons, somo of them at’ 
rest, as in the water-tub, and some in agitation, as in 
the rippling stream ? 

Eusebius.—No ; because there is but one real moon, 
and the others are reflections. 

Téradatt.—Good :—ond if the water, to which these 
reflections are due, were removed, what would remain ? 

Eusebius—Why, as regards the present question, 
the moon iteelf. 

Yérddatt—True. Now, in like manner remove the 
ignorance or delusion, out of which men’s minds are 
made, and then there will be no dim or disturbed re- 
flection of soul, but soul itself will remain alone. 

Eusebiug.—You ought to be very sure indeed that 
you have good evidence for the authenticity of a revela- 
tion which asserts things so repugnant to reason and 
common sense. 

Taradatt.—On the contrary, I think, we may dispense 
with the trouble of enquiring into the credentials of a 
revelation conveying a doctrine which so irresistibly 
approves itself to the reason. 

12 
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At this declaration, O Theophilus, Eusebius shrugged 
his shoulders, Lawrence sighed, and I myself felt moved 
to speak, which I proceeded to do as follows: —“ That the 
doctrine of the Vedanta so entirely approves itself to the 
reason ought to lead you to doubt, O Taradatt, whether 
the doctrine required a revelation, and was therefore likely 
to be the subject of one. Ido not refer to those queer 
observances, such as inhaling the breath by one nostril 
and expelling it by the other, which are inculeated in 
the system, and which, in my opinion, are so far from 
approving themselves to the reason, that an unquestion- 
ably authenticated revelation alone could justify their 
being gravely considered. I refer solely to the great 
tenet that only One exists, and that nothing but One 
ever really existed, or will exist, or could exist.” 

Here Euscbius, starting up, put on his hat, and, 
turning on his heel, walked off. Taradatt, who seemed 
to waver between the inclination to follow his friend 
and some curiosity to hear me out, laughingly weleomed 
meas a convert to Vedantism ; while, disregarding the 
interruption, I proceeded,—until ultimately left alone, as 
I mentioned before.' 


NOTE 6. 


ON “LOGIC” AND “RHETORIC,” AS REGARDED BY THE 
HINDts. 


He who undertakes to argue with a learned Hindi 
will be the better of knowing how a Hindi reasoner 


1 See ante, p. 34, 
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arranges his arguments, and why. This has been 
generally and often mischievously misconceived. A 
misconception of this matter suggested [Benares Maga- 
zine, 1852, vol. viii., p. 251] the following 


REMONSTRANCE TO SIR WILLIAM HAMILTON ON HIS 
INJUSTICE TO THE HINDUS. 


The reader may probably recollect the notable para- 
dox of Dr. Campbell’s, that “there is always some 
radical defect in a syllogism, which is not chargeable with 
that species of sophism known among logicians by the 
namo of petitio principii, or a bogging of the question” 
(Phil. of Rhet., vol. i., p. 174). This “ epigrammatic, 
yet unanswerable remark,” as Mr. Dugald Stewart styles 
it, was well answered by Archbishop Whately, when 
he observed (Logic, bk. i. § 4) that Dr. Campbell little 
dreamt, ‘‘of course, that his objections, however specious, 
lie against the process of reasoning itself, universally ; 
and will therefore, of course, apply to those very 
arguments which he is himself adducing. He should 
have been reminded of the story of the woodman who 
had mounted a tree, and was so earnestly employed 
in lopping the boughs, that he unconsciously cut off the 
bough on which he was standing.” 

Sir William Hamilton (in his Discussions, p. 615) 
has answered this “unanswerable” epigram of Dr. 
Campbell’s, less epigrammatically, but more searchingly, 
in a passage which we transcribe the more readily, as 
it will afford us an opportunity of vindicating what 
Sir William calls “the Hindi syllogism,” against his 
undeserved disparagement of it. He says :-—‘ Mentally 
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one, the categorical syllogism, according to its order 
of announcement, is either analytic (A), or synthetic (B). 
Analytic, if (what is inappropriately styled) the con- 
clusion be expressed first, and (what are inappropriately 
styled) the premises be then stated as its reasons. 
Synthetic, if the premises precede, and, as it were 
effectuate the conclusion.” He then goes on, in a note, 
to say, “This, in the fret place, relieves the syllogism 
of two one-sided views. The Aristotelian syllogism is 
exclusively synthetic; the Epicurean (or Neoclesian) 
syllogism was—for it has been long forgotten—ex- 
clusively analytic; whilst the Hindi syllogism is merely 
a clumsy agglutination of these counter forms, being 
nothing but an operose repetition of the same reasoning 
enounced, Ist, analytically, 2nd, synthetically. In 
thought the syllogism is organically one; and it is 
only stated in an analytic or synthetic form, from the 
necessity of adopting tho one order or the other, in 
accommodation to the vehicle of its expression — 
language. For the conditions of language require that 
a reasoning be distinguished into parts, and these de- 
tailed before and after other. The analytic and syn- 
thetic orders of enouncement are thus only accidents of 
the syllogistic process. This is, indeed, shown in 
practice, for our best reasonings proceed indifferently in 
either order. 

“Tn the second place, this central view vindicates the 
syllogism from the objection of petitio principii, which, 
professing logically to annul logic, or at least to reduce 
it to an idle tautology, defines syllogistic—the art of 
avowing in the conclusion what has been already con- 
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fessed in the premises. This objection (which has at 
least the antiquity of three centuries and a-half) is 
only applicable to the synthetic or Aristotelic order of 
enouncement, which the objectors contemplate as alone 
possible. It does not hold against the syllogism, con- 
sidered aloof from the accident of its expression; and 
being proved irrelevant to this, it is easily shown in 
reference to the synthetic syllogism itself, that it applies 
only to an accident of its external form.” He goes 
on to say, that the synthetic form of the syllogism is 
the ‘less natural. For if it be asked, ‘Is C in A?’ 
surely it is more natural to reply, ‘Yes’ (or C is in A); 
for Cis in B and B in A (or, for B ia in A and Cin 
B), than to reply, B is in A, and C in B (or C is in 
B and B in A), therefore, C isin A. 

“Tn point of fact, the analytic syllogism is not only 
the more natural, it is even pre-supposed by the syn- 
thetic. To express in words, we must first analyse 
in thought the organic whole—the mental simultaneity 
of simple reasoning, and then we may reverse in thought 
the process by a synthetic return. Further, we may now 
enounce the reasoning in either order; but certainly, 
to express it in the essential, primary, or analytic 
order, is not only more natural, but more direct and 
simple, than to express it in the accidental, secondary, 
or synthetic. This also avoids the objection of P. P.” 
[te the objection that the syllogism involves a petitio 
prineipit,] 

Well, let us first consider how this debars Dr. 
Campbell’s objection, and then we may proceed to the 
vindication of the Hindi Philosophers. 
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The synthetic syllogism is of this form :— 


All things amoking are fiory, 
‘Ths mountain is emoking, 
‘Therefore the mountain is fry.” 

This is the form of syllogism contemplated by Dr. 
Campbell, and he says that here the question is begged. 
The question is, whether the mountain be fiery or not; 
and he alleges that you beg, or take for granted, the 
very question in dispute, when you lay down the pre- 
mise, ‘ Ali things smoking [and among these the smok- 
ing mountain] are fiery.” This seems plausible; but 
let us now look at the analytic form of the same syllo- 
gism, which is as follows :— 

“Tho monatain is flery, 
Because it is smoking, 
‘And all things smoking arv ficry.” 

In this form of expression we do not begin by 
laying down anything which can be charged with taking 
for granted the point in dispute; we propound affirm- 
atively, for discussion, the point in dispute itself, and 
then assign a reason, and then propound a condition 
in the absence of which the reason would avail nothing. 
The objection of “avowing in the conclusion what has 
beon already confessed in the premises,” does not apply 
to the argument in this analytic form ; and as the argu- 
ment in this form is none other than the same argu- 
ment in the synthetic form, neither does the objection 
really apply to the latter. 

But now, however far the Scotch Philosophers may 
have gone astray, we should like to be teld what there 
is in all this that the Hindw Philosophers have failed to 
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discern. Let us follow Sir William through his analysis 
of the syllogistic process just quoted, and see whether 
there be any one single step in it for which our Sanskrit 
books do not supply the counterpart, and no “clumsy” 
counterpart, but something as perfectly elaborated (at 
least) as ancient Greece or modern Germany (or “ modern. 
Athens” either) can offer us. 

To begin with the beginning. Sir William Hamilton, 
as we have seen, observes, that, “In thought, the 
syllogism is organically one; and it is only stated in 
an analytic and synthetic form, from the nocessity of 
adopting the one order or the other, in accommodation 
to the vehicle of its expression—language.” Good :— 
and have the Hindiis failed to discorn this? So far from 
it, that they have endeavoured, and, as far as we are 
aware, at least as successfully as any that ever attempted 
it, to embody this organic unity of the syllogism in thought 
in a linguistie unity of expression. When they discuss 
the laws of the mind syllogizing “ for itself,” —1.c., to use 
Sir William’s language, “in thought,” — they notify 
the organic unity of the process by wrapping the two 
premises in one sentence so constructed (viz, in the 
shape of a period), that, until the last word of the sen- 
tence is uttered, no demand is made—or rather no pre- 
tence exists — for either affirmation or negation. In 
reference to the stock example above quoted, the pre- 
mises “in thought,” ere propounded, in their unity, 
by writers on the Nyaya, thus:—‘ By smoke, invari- 
ably attended by fire, is attended this mountain.” We 
subjoin the Sanskrit’ (from the Zarka-sangraha, ed. 2, 


* afjgpeerargererrereeraa: & 
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p- 89), Can Sir William Hamilton point out, anteriorly 
to his own statement regarding the organic unity of the 
syllogism “in thought,” any expression, in a European 
work, evincing a more thorough conviction of the truth 
in question than this periodic form of expression adopted 
by the Hindiis for conveying the premises in their 
simultaneity ? To our mind it was a noble, and far 
from unsuccessful, effort to emancipate their exposition 
of the mental process, in its unity, from those hampering 
“conditions of language,” which, as Sir William re- 
marks, “require that a reasoning be distinguished into 
parts, and these detailed before and after other.” Ina 
period, strictly, nothing is detailed “ before and after 
other.” The “ yes” or the “no” can no more legitimately 
leave the lips of the auditors till the last word of the 
period has been heard, than the bullet can leave the gun 
before the process of loading is finished and the trigger 
pulled.’ 

Let us now follow Sir William in his next step. 
“ The analytic and synthetic orders of enouncement are, 
thus, only accidents of the syllogistic process, This is, 
indeed, shewn in practice, for our best reasonings proceed 
indifferently in either order.” Good again ;—but have 
the Hindiis failed to discern this? Nota bit of it, as we 
shall show. The Aristotelic syllogism may be, as Sir 
William observes, “exclusively synthetic,” and the “long 


' Bome one may perhaps ssy—Nay; but when you have uttered thus much of 
your period, viz., “by smoke invariably attended by fire,” then we may legitimately 
interrupt you, and deny the invariablo attendedness. To this we reply, thet you 
have no legitimate right to do any euch thing. For anything that you know, before 
you have heard me out, my period might hsve been intended to run thas—‘ By 
amoke swariably attended by fire this mountain is mot attended, because [I choose tu 
hold that] there is #0 such kind of smoke.” You have no pretence to understand me 
‘iil I finish my period, 
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forgotten” Epicurean or Neoclesian syllogism “ exclu- 
sively analytic ;” and Dr. Campbell and Mr. Stewart, 
conversant only with the former, may have written (aa 
indeed they have) most dismal nonsense on the whole 
subject; but have the Hindiis done so? Again we re- 
ply,—not a bit of it. We have seen how the Tarka- 
sangraka (following hundreds of consentient writers), re- 
cognized, and sought to symbolize, in language guardedly 
periodic, the unity of the syllogism “in thought,”—the 
“reasoning for one’s-self.”? Let us now see how the 
Hindis regard “the analytic and synthetic orders of 
enouncement,—the mere ‘accidents,’” as Sir William 
justly observes, ‘of the syllogistic process ;” and let us 
see whether chey failed to discern the fact that “ our best 
reasonings proceed indifferently in either order.” Let us 
turn to the Vedanta-paribhdsha, section seoond. There 
we read as follows :—“ Reasoning is divided into that 
which is for one’s-self, and that which is for another. 
Of these, that which is for one’s-sclf has been already 
described ; but that which is for another is effected by a 
process. This process is an aggregate of parts; and the 
parts are three only, in the shape of—Ist, the proposi- 
tion, the reason, and the example [—meking up Sir 
William’s analytical, or more natural, form of exposi- 
tion] ;—or, 2nd, the example [—equivalent to the major 
premiss—], the application, and the conclusion” * [Sir 
William’s synthotical, or less natural form]. 
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And here, before we go further, let us remark in 
passing, that Sir William’s parenthetical protests against 
things being “inappropriately styled” the premisos, or 
‘inappropriately styled” the conclusion, do not apply 
at all to the language of Hindi philosophers. When 
the matter in question is stated first, as in the analytical 
form, they style it the proposition (pratijnd); when it is 
stated last, they style it the conclusion, or issue (niga- 
mana). The “clumsy” instances of want of termino- 
logical foresight in Western speculators, thus noticed by 
Sir William, do not occur in the Indian scientific language, 
where things aro not named from their separable accidents, 

But why did the author of the Vedénta-paribhasha 
think it necessary to impress upon his readers long ago 
the essontial equivalence of the analytic and synthetic 
forms of the syllogism, to which Sir William Hamilton 
has found it necessary to call the attention of Western 
sages in the year 1852? He tells us, when, in continu- 
ation of the passage last quoted, he says that the jive 
members of what Sir William Hamilton calls the “ clumsy 
agglutination,” are not, as some Hindi learners by rote 
might have imagined them to bo, indispensable; ‘ for,” 
to quote the work itself, “since no more than three mem- 
bers are required to set forth the general principle and 
its relevancy to the subject, the other two members fof 
the five-membered exposition] are superfluous.”' Here, 
then, we see that the Hindiis were just as well aware as 
Aristotle, that three members suffice to contain all the 
essentials of a process of reasoning, and just as well 

laggy wraena 
BATTS AURAL 
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aware as Sir William Hamilton, that these three mem. 
bers may be arranged indifferently in either the analytic 
or the synthetic order. What, then, becomes of Sir 
William’s scornful remark that “‘the Hindi syllogism is 
merely a clumsy agglutination of these counter forms?” 
It is irrelevant altogether,—the five-membered exposition, 
which it alludes to, not being the Hindii syllogism at all, 
but the Hindi rhetorical exposition. Sir William Hamil- 
ton might, with the same (absolutely the same) pro- 
priety, accuse Euclid of a “ clumsy agglutination” of the 
analytic and synthetic syllogisms, because he begins by 
stating his proposition as @ proposition, and ends by re- 
stating it as @ conclusion. Sir William very well knows 
that logic and rhetoric are not the same thing. At page 
641 of his Discussions, he says, “Here we must not 
confound the logical with the rhetorical, the necessary in 
thought with the agreeable in expression.” Good: may 
we, then, cherishing, as we do, the profoundest admira- 
tion for Sir William Hamilton, entreat that he will 
not? (in imitation of those who have on this point erred 
before him) continue to confound the logical with the 
thetorical when again writing or speaking of Hindi 
speculation? We have shown him that the Hindiis 
have the analytic syllogism of Epicurus, the synthetic 
syllogism of Aristotle, and an expression (not excelled 
in precision by any similar attempt that we are aware 
of) for his own syllogism “in thought,” in its organic 
unity. Is all this to be ignored, and the error of the 
earlier investigators of Sanskrit literature, misrepresent- 


‘ [This was writton in 1852, ofter a Jettor, the last roccived by me, from Sir 
‘William Hemilton.] 
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ing the oration as the syllogism,’ to be for ever perpetu- 
ated? Sir William Hamilton is not unknown to living 
successors of the old Indian sages on the banks of the 
Ganges. But had the unfortunate passage on which wo 
have animadverted been the first on which the eye of 
one of these readers alighted, the chance is that it would 
have gone some way to confirm the impression, here 
yet too prevalent, that the Europeans, though capital 
workers in brass and iron, had better leave the discus- 
sion of things intellectual to those whose land was the 
birth-place of philosophy. 


[In justification of the foregoing remarks, we quote 
from the familiar text book, the Tarka-sangraha (Benares, 
1852), as follows :—] 


THE CHAPTER ON INFERENCE. 
safafiecwrpara. corns aerate: 1 
arfafifirerewdtarara ocrand: Vaan afgeronrsrarrey 
ada cf wet aera: | ered gaat afgarfafa wm- 
wafer: [ewern yorerartatet erewefirasiy arf: 
arre vaerizeted weetat | 

‘TRANSLATION, 

“ An induction (anumana) is the instrument of an 
inference (anumiti). An inference is knowledge that 
results from syllogizing (pardmaria). Syllogizing is the 
taking cognizance that the subject (paksha) possesses 


* Seo thia point explained more fully at p. 45 (2nd Eéition) of the English 
version of the Tarka-rangraks, 


ON “LOGIC” AND “RHETORIC.” 15k 


what is constantly accompanied [by something which is 
thus seen to belong to the subject}. For example,—the 
taking cognizance that ‘This hill has smoke—which is 
constantly accompanied [at the point where it origi- 
nates] by fire’—is [an instance of} sylogizing [i.e., of 
apprehending, in connection, an induction and an obser- 
vation]. The knowledge resulting therefrom, viz., that 
‘The hill has fire [somewhere about it],’ is an inference. 
‘The being constantly accompanied’ (yydptt) is such an 
invariableness of association as this—that wherever there 
is smoke there is fire. By the ‘subject’s possession’ [of 
something that is constantly accompanied], we mean the 
fact that there exists—in a mountain, for instance,—that 
which is constantly accompanied [by something else].” 


BEMARKS. 


In order that we may be enabled to trace the analogy 
which, disguised by differences arising from diversity in 
the point of view or in the form of expression adopted, 
must yet necessarily exist between any two expositions 
of the reasoning process, neither of which is unsound, 
let us examine the terms in the foregoing passage, 
which we have rendered, as nearly as we could, by 
equivalents borrowed from the logie of Europe. 

The first formal difference that requires to be noticed, 
is the fact that, whilst the European logis employs a 
phraseology founded on classification, the Nyaya goes to 
work with the terms on which the classification is based. 
The former infers that kings are mortal because they 
belong to the class of men. The latter arrives at the 
same inference by means of the consideration that mor- 
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tality is present wherever there is the human nature, 
and the human nature wherever there is that of a king. 

In the argumentative expression, “This hill has 
invariably-fire-attended smoke,” there are wrapt up, 
in one, the major premiss, “wherever there is smoke 
there is fire,’ and the minor premiss, “this hill is 
smoking.” ‘The reason for preferring to regard these 
as two constituent parts of a single statement appears 
to be this, that it is only when simultaneously present 
to the mind that tho premises compel the inference. 
When they are stated separately, they are no other than 
the premises of an Aristotelian syllogism. 

The term which we have rendered “ the being con- 
stantly accompanied,” viz., xydpdi, means, literally, ‘ per- 
yadedness.” In regard to the import of 2 proposition 
which the logic of Europe calls a universal affirmative, 
such as “all men are mortal,” the Naiydyita would say 
that there is pervadedness (vyapti) of humanity by 
mortality ;—and he would state the proposition thus: 
“Where there is humanity there is mortality.” In a 
universal affirmative, the predicate or major term con- 
notes the “ pervader” (vydpaka), or constant accompanier 
of that, connoted by the subject or minor term, which is 
“pervaded” (vyapya), or constantly accompanied by it. 


ayer. feed ard cord 1 ard arafafaea: | 
awarfe quis wet cite os oa eerererfntcta were 
ardt arf atten wdaedtd erega wat efcere: 
waa ya were ent arefa ea gererarfnfthal | nearaTy 
afrarauaarrd waa xfe wrraered | gaa ferga- 
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crn waqet i vara waay afrarfafl arergfatr- 
Sareea | w2aa wrerraraa } 


TRANSLATION. 

“ An induction is of two kinds [inasmuch os it may 
be employed], for one’s-self and for another. That which 
is for one’s-self is the cause of a private conclusion [in 
one’s own mind}. For example, having repeatedly and 
personally observed, in the case of culinary hearths and 
the like, that whoro there is smoke there is fire, having 
gathered the invariable attondedness [of smoke by firc], 
having gone near a mountain, and being doubtful as to 
whether there is fire in it, having seen smoke on the 
mountain, 2 man recollects the invariable attendedness, 
viz., ‘where thero is smoke thero is fire. Thereupon 
the knowledge arises that ‘this mountain has smoke, 
which is constantly accompanied by fire.’ This is called 
(by some] the ‘ pondering of a sign’ (linga-paramaréa). 
Thence results the knowledge that ‘the mountain is 
fiery,’ which is the conclusion (anumiti). This is the 
process of inference for one’s-self.” 

wa 8 wd yefraqara wonfiTEd TETTTa- 
anal WER aa Tega! sur vay afar! WA 
aera! at at quate e afar wer HET: | TUT 
area wera aah 1 waa aftorfeanfinpra, wet 
safe fared 1 

TRANSLATION. 


“But after having, for one’s-self, inferred fire from 
smoke, when one makes use of the five-membered form 
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of exposition, with a view to the information of another, 
then is the process one of ‘inference for the sake of an- 
other.” For example: (1) The mountain has fire in it; 
(2) because it has smoke; (3) whatever has smoke has 
fire, as a culinary hearth; (4) and so this has; (5) there- 
fore it is as aforesaid. By this [exposition], in conse- 
quence of the sign [or token] here brought to his notice, 
the other also arrives at the knowledge that there is fire.” 


sfrerarecaeratrant werraar | wat 
afgorfarfar after | yorrerfg ft Req: 1 at at yaar 
@ afkenPrgeretoa | rer arafigara: | aaa 
fa fanart 
TRANSLATION. 


“The five members [of this exposition are severally 
named]: (1) the proposition (pratijnd), (2) the reason 
(Aetu), (3) the example (uddharana), (4) the application 
(upanaya), and (5) the conclusion (nigamana), ‘The 
mountain is fiery,’ is the proposition ; ‘ because of its 
being smoky,’ is the reason; ‘whatever is smoky is 
fiery,’ is [the general proposition or principle founded 
on] the example (of culinary hearths and the like]; ‘and 
so this [mountain] is’ is the [syllogistic}] application ; 
‘therefore it [the mountain] is fiery,’ is the conclusion.” 


REMARKS, 

The five-membered argumentative exposition has been 
the object, sometimes of undeserved censure, and some- 
times of commendation equally undeserved. When it is 
commended, at the expense of the Aristotelian syllogism, 
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on the allegation (seo a quotation in Sir G. C. Haughton’s 
Prodromus, p. 215), “that it exhibits a more natural mode 
of reasoning than is compatible with the compressed limits 
of the syllogism, and that its conclusion is as convincing 
as that of the syllogism,” the commendation is based 
simply on a misconception of the syllogism thus dis- 
paraged. On the other hand, when it is censured as 
“a rude form of the syllogism,” the censure is mis- 
applied, because what corresponds to the syllogism is the 
two-membered expression, which, we have already seen, 
comprises neither more nor less than the syllogism docs ; 
whereas the form now under consideration is proposed as 
the most convenient for communicating our convictions 
to others. Being a matter of exposition, it is therefore 
a question of rhetoric whether the form be, or be not, the 
most convenient in which to arrange our proposition, our 
proofs, and our illustrations. The five-membered expros- 
sion, 60 far as its arrangement is concorned, is a summary 
of Kandda’s views in regard to rhetoric, “ an offshoot from 
logic,” (see Whately’s Elements of Rhetoric, p. 6), and to 
which, after “the ascertainment of the truth by invosti- 
gation,” belongs “ the establishment of it to the satisfac- 
tion of another.” Disregarding what is called rhetorical 
artifice, which, in his system, would have been out of 
place, as it would have been out of place in Euclid’s 
Elements of Geometry, Kanada directs his rhetorician to 
commence, as Euclid does, by stating the proposition to 
be proved. The reason is next to be alleged, and then 
instances are to be cited in order to show that the reason 
ig sufficient to establish the fact in regard to all cases of 
a certain given character. The auditor is then to be 
1B 
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reminded that there is no dispute that the ease in ques- 
tion is of the given character, and the oration winds up 
with the re-introduction of the original proposition, in 
the new character of an established conclusion, just as 
Euclid’s argument: winds up by re-introducing the tri- 
umphant proposition with a flourish of trumpets in the 
shape of a “ Quod erat demonstrandum.” 

Thus, rhetorically considered, the five-membered ex- 
pression is a very suitable framework for a straight-for- 
ward argumentative speech, making no appeal to the 
passions, and not hesitating to table, without exordium, 
the proposition which it proceeds to establish. 

Logically considered, the five-membered expression 
is a combination of the inductive with the deductive 
syllogism.' The instances which led the speaker to an 
inductive generalization, are cited [in the shape of some 
one or other example, followed or not by a suggestive 
“eto.” for the satisfaction of the auditor, in the third 
division of the rhetorical address; from which circum- 
stance it has happened that those who suppose the in- 
tended function of the model oration and of the Aris- 
totelic syllogism to be identical, have come, either to 
regard the oration es an illogical monstrosity, or else to 
fancy that it is a great improvement upon the syllogism. 
The former misconception is that of those who, like 
Ritter (History of Ancient Philosophy, vol. iv., p. 865), 
were familiarly conversant with the logic of the schools, 
The other misconception was to be looked for in the 
case of those whose notions of the logic of the schools 
were derived from Locke’s Essay and Campbell’s Rhetoric. 

* [As well as of the Epicurean and the Aristotelian ayllogiom. See ante, p. 147.] 
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Thus it is quite unfair to say, with Ritter (listory 
of Philosophy, vol. iv., p. 365), that two of the five 
members of Kanida’s argument “are manifestly super- 
fluous, while, by the introduction of an example in the 
third, the universulity of the conclusion is vitiated :”— 
for, as we have shown, the citation of the example 
serves, a8 a matter of rhetorical convenience, to bring 
to the recollection of the hearer instances, in regard to 
which all parties are unanimous, and which are such as 
should constrain him to admit the universality of the 
principle from which the conclusion follows. 


ardraffracrirafirantfdgacrad ua sce war: 

fagacrerat sraraa 
TRANSLATION. 

“The instrument [in the making] of an inforence 
(anumitt), whether for one’s-self or for another, is simply 
the consideration of a ‘sign’ (dnga); therefore an induc- 
tion (anumdna) [which was proviously stated to be the 
instrument of an inference], is (just) this consideration 
of a sign.” 


sfa aifia 
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fire Raeefarte wer vfehtatet Pret 1 wares 
ufgatar = fret 9 agarger wea) 9 Se aT 


WATS afew Raa afer rafarse ge ery 
arfe vfedtarre wearas 


TRANSLATION. 

“ A sign [or characteristic token] (Jinga) is of three 
sorts: 1, that which is [a token in virtue of its being 
constantly] accompanied [by what it betokens], and ab- 
sent [when what it would betoken is absent] (anwaya- 
vyatireki); 2, that which is (a token in virtue of its 
being constantly] accompanied only [and never absent 
through the absence of what it should betoken, the 
thing betokened being in this case one everywhere pre- 
sent} (kevalanwayi); and, 3, that which is [a token in 
virtue of its being invariably] absent only [in the case 
of everything that could be cited in addition to the 
subject of the proposition itself’ (kevalavyatirehi). [To 
illustrate these three in order],—that which is acoom- 
panied and absent (anwayavyatirek’) is that which is 
pervaded by [or, in other words, of which there is in- 
variably predicable] accompaniment (anwaya) [on the 
part of what it betokens], and absence (vyatireka) [on 
its own part, when what it might betoken is absent], ag 
the possession of smoke, when fire is what is to be esta- 
blished. [For example], ‘ Where there is smoke there. 
is fire, as on the culinary hearth [where the fire is 
assumed never to be extinguished]:’— here there is 
‘pervadedness by attendance’ (anwayavydpti) [i.e it 
is predicable of the token, smoke, that it is attended 
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by fire which it betokens]. ‘Where fire is not, there 
smoke is not, as in a great lake [where it is taken for 
granted that fire cannot be]: ’—here thero is ‘ pervaded- 
neas by absence’ (vyatirekavyapti) [#.e., it is predicable of 
smoke, as a token, that it will be absent where what it 
would have betokened is absent}. [In the second place], 
that [sign] which is accompanied only (tevalénway?) is 
that which is ‘pervaded by [or, in other words, of which 
there is invariably predicable] accompaniment only’ [on 
tho part of what it betokens]. For example: ‘A jar is 
nameable because it is cognizable, as a web is:’—here 
there is no [case of] ‘pervadedness by absence,’ in 
cognizability and nameableness, because everything [that 
we oan be conversant about] is both cognizable and 
nameable. [Thirdly, and lastly], that [sign] which is 
absent only (kevalavyatireki) is that which is ‘ pervaded 
by [or, in other words, of which there is invariably pre- 
dicable] absence only,’ [on its part, in the case of what- 
ever could be cited, as an example, in addition to the 
subject of the proposition itself]. For example :— 

(1) ‘Earth is different from these others [of the 
elements]: 

(2) Because it is odorous:— 

(3) What is not different from these others is not 
odorous,—as water, [for example, is in- 
odorous] : 

(4) But this fearth] is not so [#¢, is not in- 
odorous]: 

(5) Therefore it is not such [as the other elements, 
but different from these others].’ 

Here [we are obliged to employ, in the third mem- 
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ber, @ universal negative, because} there is no analogous 
example [to cite in confirmation], in the case of [the 
universal affirmative] ‘What possesses odor is different 
from the others,’ seeing that earth alone [according 
to the Nydya] can be the subject [of a proposition in 
which odor is affirmatively predicated].” 


afeqrqerear wey Ter yas Bat ada: 1 fhe 
maTearaT st ser aaa were: | efereTaTaTaay, 
fardt ger ala werET: | 


TRANSLATION. 


“That, whose possession of what is to be established 
is doubted, is called the subject (paksha); as the moun- 
tain, when the fact of its smoking is [adduced as] the 
reason [for inferring the presence of fire], That which 
certainly possesses the property in question is called an 
instance on the same side (sapaksha); a8 the culinary 
hearth, in the same example. That which is certainly 
devoid of the property in question, is called an instance 
on the opposite side (vipaksha); as the great lake, in the 
same example.” 

REMARKS, 


The sapaksha corresponds to Bacon’s instantiw con- 
venientes “‘ ques in eadem natura conveniunt, per materias 
licet. dissimilimas.” The vipaksha corresponds to the 
instentie “que: nature data privantur.”—-Novum Orga- 
num, Lib. 2, Aph. XI. and XIT. 
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NOTE D. 
ON THE “VEDAS” 


[Iv the Indian missionary be staggered by the con- 
templation of the bulky published volumes (Sanskrit 
and English) of the Veda, the following remarks, penned 
in 1851, on receipt of the first volumo in Benares, may 
possibly either satisfy or excite his curiosity. ] 

(From the Benares Magazine, for June, 1861). 


Professor Wilson’s version of the Rig- Veda is a book 
to be received with thanks. The Friend of India—no 
friend to the Sanskrit—with grumbling acknowledgment 
admits this. The ¥riend’s opinion, further, that the book 
is dryish reading as it stands, appears to be the opinion 
of the periodical press generally. Reflecting upon these 
facts, it occurs to us that there may be readers who would 
thank us for something like a bit of the kernel of the 
volume,—being content to read it as the Lord of Session 
read the Waverley Novels, which he used to buy for his 
wife, as they came out, with the understanding that she 
was to tell him the story. 

In his “ Introduction,” filled with matter interesting 
to the philosophical inquirer, Professor Wilson comes to 
the conclusion that the Vedas are very old, though it is 
difficult, if not impossible, to say how old they are. For 
our own part we believe the determination of their age to 
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be a point a0 little likely to be settled between this and 
the end of the world, that we should almost be tempted, 
if hard pressed, to profess doggedly the Hindi belief in 
their existence from all eternity, rather than pledge our- 
selves to the discussion of the question until we should 
have found out bow much younger than eternity tho 
books really are. The materials for forming an opinion 
as to the positive date of tho books, are, if possible, more 
seanty than those which served the antiquary and the 
knight for common battle-ground, when they disputed 
as to tho Teutonic or the classical origin of the Pictish 
language, the only extant word of which was, if we re- 
member rightly, pen-vall—which the one declared to be 
“ caput valli,” and consequently Latin, while the other 
——admitting the interprotation—insisted that it was 
“head of the wall,” and consequently Saxon. To 
“breathe the thin air of the mountain-top”—where 
there is such a lung-trying lack of respirable matter, is 
what we ourselyes—un-condor-like—have no sort of 
relish for. Presuming that the reader to whom we 
address ourselves has as little, if not less, we leave this 
question,—satisfied thet the Vedas are very old, and 
that, like an old maid who happens to be, like Junius, 
the “sole depositary of her own secret,” they are not 
very likely to give up the secret of their age with- 
out being put to a degree of torture which we nowise 
feel called upon to apply in the face of the admission on 
all hands that they are “ certainly aged.” 

The hymns of the Rig-Veda are in verse. Professor 
Wilson, pledging himself to a literal version of them, 
writes of course in prose, Almost all verse is heavy 
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when turned into prose. Wo shall take the liberty of 
turning some of the hymns into metre, not copying the 
measure of the original but employing what form of 
English verse seems to us to suit the subject. The first 
hymn of the Rig- Veda is addressed to Agni, the god of 
fire, the favourite character of tho book. According to 
Professor Wilson, with whom we aro disposod to agreo, 
the “author” of this hymn is Madhuchhandas, the son 
of Viswamitra, At all events, if Madhuchhandas is not 
tho author—(and his name, signifying, as it does, “the 
man whose verse is sweet,” has somewhat of an imper- 
sonal air about it)—we are not prepared to mention a 
likelier claimant of the authorship. When we spoke of 
this tho other day to a learned Hindi friend, he exhibited 
very marked dissatisfaction and distress, begging us to 
write and tell Professor Wilson that the hymn had no 
author—that it had existed from’ everlasting—and that 
Madhuchhandas was only the fortunate seer to whom, 
on the last occasion of its revelation, it had been revealed. 
In the meantime, till Professor Wilson’s: retractation of 
the obnoxious epithet could be obtained, he begged us to 
draw our pencil through the word “ author,” or to allow 
him to do it himself. We assured him that it was useless, 
and that we knew enough of Professor Wilson to make 
us certain that he would not alter the word for anything 
that we could, with a good conscience, urge against the 
use of it. The Brahman mournfully acquiesced in our 
proposal, that the matter should be left as it stood—only 
with the pencilled protest in the margin ;—and here 
follows the hymn versified, without rhyme, licentiously, 
but with a tolerably close adherence to the letter. 
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Hymn to tax Gop or Fras, 
L 
“Glory to Agni the high priest, 
The ministrant divine, who bears aloft, 
And offers to the gods the sacrifice,— 
‘Wealth-saturated Fire ! 
Il. 
May He, the radiant, by the seers of eld 
And later sages sung, 
Invite for us the presence of the gods. 
mm. 
'Tis all to fire we owe our wealth, 
Kindred and fame ; 
Through Him descends each blessing from the skies. 
Iv. 
Borne up to heaven, 
Safe in thy flaming arms, the sacrifice 
How sure, to reach the gods! 
Vv. 
And when the gods attend well pleased, 
May He, renowned, the true, divinely bright, 
Be with us to present the offering. 
VI. 
Bless thou the giver of the sacrifice 
With all thy blessings, for the woll-placed gifts 
Shall sure revert to thee. 
Vi. 
At morn and even, 
With reverential homage in our hearts, 
To thee, bright deity, we turn ;— 
VIIr. 
To thee the guardian of the sacrifice, 
Tiustrious, 
Expanding in thy glory, as thou tak’st 
The offering to thy keoping. 
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Ix. 
Be ever present with us for our good ;— 
And as the father to the son he loves 
Is easy of access, 
So be to us, O Fire!””' 


Tho second hymn is addressed to the god of the 
winds, Vayu by name. Our version of this hymn has 
a sprinkling of rhyme, which militates somewhat against 
fidelity ; but we have been as faithful as we could con- 
trive to be under the ciroumstances. 


Hruw to THE Gop or rnz Winns. 
L 
“Vayu, pleasant to behold, 
Approach :—for thoe this offering, 
Juice of the moon-plant, is prepared ;— 
Drink whilst we thy praiscs sing. 
I. 
Holy praises sing we now 
To the Air-god ;—’tis the hour 
‘We have chosen for our hymn, 
‘When Vayu cometh in his power. 


1 Wo annex the prose version of this hymn, aa given by Professor Wilson :—~ 

“1, T glorify Agni, the high-priest of tho serifice, tho divino, the ministrent, 
who prosents tho oblation (to the gods), and is the posscssor of great wealth. 

2, May that Agni who is to be celebrated by both anciont and modern sagos 
condnet the gods hither. 

8, Through Agni the worshipper obtains that affiuenco which imcroases day by 
day, which ia the source of fame end the multiplier of mankind. 

4, Agni, the unobstructed sacrifice of which thou art on every side the protector, 
assuredly reaches the gods. 

6. May Agui, the prosentor of oblations, the attainer of knowledge, ho who is 
true, renowned, and divine, come hither with tho gods. 

6 Whatever good thou mayest, Agni, bestow upon the giver (of the oblation), 
that verily, Angiras, shall revert to thee. 

7, Wo approach theo, Agni, with reverential homage in our thoughts, daily, 

we ‘morning and evening. 

8, Theo, the radiant, the protector of sacrifices, the constant illuminator of truth, 
increasing in thine own dwelling. 

9, Agni, bo unto us oasy of access, as is a fathor to his son; be cvor present with 
us for our good.” 
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Til. 
Ha! thy soft approving speech 
Groots mine ear,—I know thy voice ; 
Thou com’st to drink the soma-juice— 
‘Wo sce it vanish,—wo rejoice. 
Iv. 
Another rich libation pour, 
Now the Thundercr summon we ; 
Indra come !—with Vayu come! 
Partake the juice prepared for thee. 


Vv. 
Conversant with every rite 
Of sacrifico—full well yo know 
‘Those libations are prepared 
For you,—on us then favour show. 


Vi. 
Lord of skics and Lord of air, 
Indra come and Vayu too, 
Manful gods botb,—we shall svon 
Gain all we wish, if helped by you. 
vu. 
Now call the regent of the sun, 
Mitra, lustrous in his powers, 
And ocean’s ruler, Varuna, 
‘The joint bestowers of tho showers. 
. VIIr. 
Ye that treasure up the floods,— 
Lords of the sun and of the seas !|— 
To be dispensed in grateful showcre, 
Requite our present services. 
rx. 
Sun and Ocean, for the sake 
Of many were ye born,—most wise, 
Most kind to multitudes, are ye,— 
Prosper this our sacrifice.” 
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There are some noticeable points in this hymn, In 
‘the first place, the author—{begging our friend the 
Brahman’s pardon for the phraseology)—speaks of the 
wind as “pleasant to behold.” Pigs, as we all know, 
are proverbially said to sec the wind; but hero the 
poet would seem to claim participation in the privilege. 
Professor Wilson here remarks—“ Vayu is invoked in a 
visible form as the deity presiding over the wind; it is 
doubtful if the expressions, which in this and similar 
instances intimate personality, are to bo understood as 
indicating actual figures or idols: the personification is 
probably only poetical.” We inclino to the opinion that 
the personification is only poetical, for two reasons— 
first, because we never saw any Ilindii idol that could 
be conscionably spoken of as “pleasant to behold’?— 
(except those of IIanuman, the monkey-chief, which our 
friend the archeologist. assures us are long posterior to 
the date of the Vedas),—and, secondly, because we find 
a remark of Professor Wilson’s in another page which 
scems to throw a different light upon the matter. The 
remark to which we allude occurs in the 24th page of 
the Introduction, where Professor Wilson observes that, 
in these hymns, ‘‘ the power, the vastness, the generosity, 
the goodness, and even the personal beauty of the deity 
addressed, aro described in highly laudatory strains,” 
Now what could be more highly—more tmplicitly— 
laudatory than for the poet to laud the visible loveliness 
of the wind which he had never set eyes on in the whole 
course of his life ? 

The next point noticeable is the sacrificer’s as- 
surance that the wind has drunk up the exhilarating 
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juice of the moon-plant, when the juice has evaporated. 
Here we have chemistry itself adumbrated in poctical 
mythology. . 

Then we have the poet, at a loss for anything beyond 
it as a climax of commendation, patting the wind and 
the firmament on the back, with the protestation that they 
are men—stout fellows both of them, There is something 
hearty in this ;—he is evidently in earnest. 

Lastly, the description of the sun and of the ocean as 
the joint bestowers of the showers that refresh the earth, 
is, to our mind, as beautiful as it is philosophical. 
“ Aurum latet in hoc,” as Leibnitz said of the writings 
of the Schoolmen. We may turn the Vedes to account, 
if we but eschew the lazy blunder of a lazy scorn. It is 
a glorious point gained when you can find any truth 
enwrapped in language which the man that you have to 
deal with has sucked in as with his mother’s milk. 

We may further remark—in conclusion, after the 
“lastly” )—that their thankfulness for showers of rain 
goes far to prove that the Hindiis (as Professor Wilson 
observes at page 41 of his Introduction), were an agri- 
cultural people at the time when this hymn was com- 
posed, and not a nomadic, as has been by some contended. 
Nomads, though not independent of rain, are usually less 
anxious about it than agriculturista. 

The third hymn introduces us to the Hindi Castor 
and Pollux—the Aswins—“ the two sons of the Sun, 
begotten during his metamorphosis as a horse (aiwa), 
endowed with perpetual youth and beanty, and phy- 
sicians of the gods.” The invocation of the hymn is not 
confined to these,—Indra, the thunderer, with his “tawny 
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coursers,” certain miscellaneous deities, and the goddess 
of eloquence, being also invoked. 


Hryun 10 THe Twin-pony oF THE Sux, AND OTHERS. 
1 

Twin-sons of heaven’s bright orb, 
Friends of the pious,—whose far-reaching arms 
Avail to guard your worshippers, accept 
The sacrificial viands. Ye whose acts, 
Mighty and manifold, declaro your power, 
‘Ye that direct the hearts of the devout, 
With favouring ear attend our hymn of praise. 
Faithful and true, destroyers of the foe, 
First in the van of heroes, As’wins, come! 
Come to the mixed libations that we pour 

Ou tho lopped sacred grass. 


Il. 
Now on Indra we call, on tho wondrously bright ; 
See—wo press from the moon-plant the juice of delight, 
The juice, ever pure as enchanting, that longs’ 
To be quaffed by thy lips ;—come and list to our songs. 
The wise understand Thee—'tis only the wise 
‘That the knowledge of Indra full rightly can prize ; 
Approach and accept then the prayers of thy priest, 
Let thy fleet tawny steeds bear thee swift to the feast. 


Ill. 

Next the throng divine invite 

Of deities that guard the right, 

Evor watching o'er us all,— 

Cali them to our festival. 
Come, ye swift-moving spirits, ye spirits that ran 
Through the universe—awift as the rays of the eun— 
‘That preside o’er the rain-showers, accept of our cheer, 
Nor despise the libation we pour for you here. 


2 In the prose version— these libations, ever pare, expresiod by the lagers (of 
the prinsta) are desixous of theo,” p. 9. 
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Omniscicnt immortals, whose might is for ayo, 
Tn tho youth of its vigour exempt from decay, 
In whose souls void of malice all kindly thoughts spring, 
Deign to look on the gifts that your worshippers bring. 
Iv. 
Now to Saraswat! address the song, 
Saraswati to whom all gifts belong, 
The recompenser of the worshipper 
With food and wealth,—our hymn be now to her. 
Joy !—for Saraswat!, whose inspiration 
Is theirs alone that in the truth delight, 
Accept our sacrifice ;—pour the libation 
To her, the guide of oll whoso hearts are right. 
Behold the present deity !—the stream,’ 
‘The mighty stream named hers,—behold it roll, 
Bearing on its fair bosom such a gleam 
Of light as she alono can stream upon the soul.” 


Some of the most graceful of the hymns are addressed 
to the goddoss of the morning—Ushas—the Aurora of 
Hindi mythology. Here is a portion of one,—for the 
entire hymn would be rather long. 


‘Hyax to Avnona. 
iL 
Daughter of heavon,—Aurora, dawn on us; 
Diffusing light, and bringing wealth with thee, 
Bountiful goddess, dawn. 
Ih 
Rousing the flocks and waking up the birds, 
Nourishing all, yot onward to decay 
Conducting all her transitory charge, 
Even as a matron to her household cares, 
Daily the dawn comes forth. 
» Aa Professor Wilson obscrves, Saranwate, the divinity of specch, ‘is here iden 
tified with the river 80 named,” p. 10. The river, we boliovo, is now nowhero to be 


mot with,—ominons, one might think, that the genius of India had run itself out, 
for the timo at least, 
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It. 
Shedder of dews, delay she knows not. Sec 
How her approach inspires the diligent ; 
‘The client early seeks his patron’s gate, 
The soaring birds suspend their flight no moro, 
Up-springing with the dawn. 
Iv. 
All Living things invoke her, and udore ; 
_ Bringer of good, she lighteth up the world, 
While the malevolent that love the dark 
¥leo at her blest approach. 


These may suffice as a sample of the hymns, in which 
there is much sameness of character both as to style and 
subject. From the remaining hymns we shall now glean 
a fow noticeable passages. 

In the 3rd verse of the 9th hymn, Indra is addressed 
as “thou, who art to be roverenced by all mankind.” 
In a note on this passago, Professor Wilson says that the 
epithet viswa-charshane is literally ‘oh! thou who art 
all men,” or, as the commentator explains it, ‘ who art 
joined with all men,’—which is further qualified as 
‘to be worshipped by all institutors of sacrifices.” Pro- 
fessor Wilson adds—“ It may be doubted if this be all 
that is intended.” It strikes us that what is intended 
may be that now familiar conception of the chief ener- 
gising deity—iéwara, “the lord”—as being not other 
than the aggregate of all embodied souls, “as a forest 
is not other than the trees that compose it,”—a eoncep- 
tion which may be seen elaborated in any work on the 
Vediinta, such as the Vedania-séra. Dr. Rosen’s render- 
ing of the epithet as “omnium hominum domine” is not 
opposed to this view. It is curious to frace, in these the 

ta 
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most ancient portions of the Veda, anything like the 
dawning of those conceptions which, gradually elaborated 
through the subsequent portions entitled the Upanishads, 
took at length the form which they now hold in the 
‘Vedanta philosophy. In the 3rd verse of the 6th hymn 
there is another paasage, which appears to have puzzled 
the commentator, and which hes to our eye a Vedantio 
aspect. The verse runs thus—‘ Mortals, you owe your 
(daily) birth (to such an Indra), who with the rays of the 
morning gives sense to the senseless, and to the formless 
form.” Indra, according to Professor Wilson, is here 
“ identified with the sun, whose morning rays may be 
said to re-animate those who have been dead in sleep 
through the night.” This is the obvious explanation, 
and probably the correct one; but there is something 
strange in the construction,—the word for “mortals” 
being plural, whilst the verb is in the singular. The 
commentator “is of opinion that the want of concord is 
a Vaidik license.” This it possibly is; but the assumed 
indifference between the singular and the plural reminds 
us not only of the Vedintic tenet of the indifference 
between the collective and the distributive aggregate of 
humanity,—“as between the forest and its constituent 
trees,””—but also of another tenet, viz., that, during pro- 
found sleep, the world actually as well as apparently 
ceases to exist for the sleeper, whose disembodied spirit, 
at that time merging in the Infinite Spirit, re-assnmes, 
in the processes of awakening, a body with its senses and 
its outward form. P 

But whether there be or not in these ancient hymns 
faint indications of the philosophy which was gradually 
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elaborated in the Vedanta, the indications are abundantly 
plontiful of those myths which have supplied topics for 
the poets. Tho. combats of Indra, the thunderer, espe- 
cially with the demons of drought, remind us of the 
fights of the Scandinavian Thor with the Jétuns. 

In the 7th verse of the 11th hymn we read :—“Thou 
slewest, Indra, by stratagems, the wily Sushna: the wise 
have known of this thy (greatness); bestow upon them 
(abundant) food.” On this Professor Wilson remarks, 
that Sushna is described as a demon slain by Indra, but 
that “this is evidently a metaphorical murder. Sushna 
means dryer up, exsiccator.... heat or drought; which 
Indra, as the rain, would put an end to.” The greatest 
of Indra’s foes is Vritra, who ought by rights to be the 
father of Sushna, or the drought, seeing that he ropre- 
sents the retentive power of the clouds whereby they 
withhold from the earth the waters that they contain, 
until Indra, “ with his thunderbolt or electrical influence, 
divides the aggregated mass, and vent is given to the 
rain, which then descends upon the earth.” 

Dr. Miiller’s edition of the Sanskrit text of these 
hymns is 2 monument both of his own diligence and 
of the liberality of the Honourable Court, without whose 
patronage the publication could not have been ventured 
upon. The volume is a handsome quarto of nine hun- 
dred and ninety pages. The bulk of these is occupied 
by the commentary, which is a very ample one. The 
text of the hymns, in its translated form, does not 
ocoupy much more than the half of some three hun- 
dred octavo pages, the other half being devoted to 
the notes of the translator. Siyanachirya, the com- 
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mentator, makes something like an apology for the 
amplitude of his exegesis. 

This edition of the Rig-veda, Dr. Miller remarks, 
“is not intended for the general scholar, but only for 
those who make Sanskrit their special study,” eto. To 
such students this massive tome presents a supply of 
pabulum, such as a helluo librorum may well be ex- 
pected to lick his lips at. And then, to think of the 
other volumes that are to come, this first instalment, 
with its thousand pages, being but the one-cighth part 
of one Veda out of the four! But the other volumes 
are not likely to be so big; for, as the commentator 
Sayana remarks of his work, in some introductory 
verses,— The first section of this, deduced as it is 
from traditional doctrine, is to be listened to. An 
intelligent person, perfect in thus much, can under- 
stand the whole.” He then proceeds to explain why 
the Rig-veda, rather than any one of the others, is taken 
for commentatorial illustration first in order. To justify 
the selection, he brings forward various arguments,— 
among others, the fact that when the separate Vedas 
are enumerated in the Veda itself, the Rig-veda stands 
first in the enumeration. The objector then, acquiescing 
in the proposed order, fells back upon the more perilous 
doubt whether there is any such thing as the Veda 
atall! “The short and the long of it is,” he insists, 
“there is 20 Veda: how, then, can there be a Rig-veda, 
—an integrant portion thereof? For there is no sign 
whereby one can recognise anything as being the Veda, 
nor is there any proof of it; and nothing can be esta- 
blished when there is neither the one nor the other 
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of these, For those that understand logic, hold that 
a thing is established by characteristic signs and by 
proofs.” And so the hardy objector goes on, while 
Stiyane, calm in the consciousness of strength, abides 
his time. When the objector has finished, the other 
disposes of the objection; whereupon our objector, con- 
ceding—for the sake of argument—that there may be 
“a certain thing called the Veda,” demurs to there 
being any occasion for making a commentary on it. 
The Veda, he argues, is no authority, some of its texts 
being downright nonsense. Such charges, it may be 
presumed, Siiyana did not deck out in all the pomp 
of regular disputation, without feeling tolerably sure 
of his own power to dispose of them satisfactorily. He 
allows to both sides of the question ample elbow-room, 
and it is not till after three-and-forty of Dr. Miiller’s 
broad quarto pages that we come to the first line of 
tho first hymn of the Rig-veda. Four pages of com- 
ment on this hemistich bring us to the second line, 
and so the work goes on. 

The exegetical part of Saéyana’s commentary is quite 
exhaustive. For example :—on the first verse, begin- 
ning “I laud Fire, the pricst,” ete, he remerks—‘ I 
laud Fire, te. the deity so named; laud, 7c. praise, 
the verb here being é¢, ‘to praise,’ the letter d in which 
is changed to J by Vaidik license,” and so on. 

We may mention to our Hindi friends that ‘this 
edition is intended not only for Sanskrit scholars, but 
also Dr. Miiller tells, “for those among the natives 
of India who are still able to read their own Sacred 
Books in the language of the original.” The price of 
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the volume is a trifle compared with that of a good 
manuscript ; and no manuscript in the market can vie 
with it in point of accuracy. The copyists of the Veda 
admit their liability to error; and, in the verses which 
they are in the habit of appending to a completed 
transcript, they frequently complain of the hardships 
and difficulties of their task. One of the most touch- 
ing of these penmen’s plaints is the following, which 
Dr, Miiller instances :— 

“My back, my hips, and my neck are broken; my 
sight is stiff in looking down: keep this book with 
care, which has been written with pain.” 


NOTE E. 
THE ETERNITY OF SOUND; A DOGMA OF THE MIMANSA, 


[This dogma being of vital importance to the Veda, 
he who argues against the Veda ought to understand 
what the dogma means. We reprint the following re- 
marks of ours on it from the Benares Magazine, August, 
1852.) 

At page 305, vol. i. of Mr. Colebrooke’s Collected 
Essays, where he is treating of Jaimini’s system of 
philosophy, the Mimdansé, we read as follows:—“In 
the first chapter of the lecture occurs the noted dis- 
quisition of the Mimdnsé on the original and perpetual 
association of articulate sound with sense.” What this 
dogma means, and why the question forced itself upon 
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Jaimini at the opening of his work, we here propose 
to consider. 

“The object of the Mimansd,” to employ the words 
of Mr. Colebrooke, “ is the interpretation of the Vedas.” 
As he adds, “Its whole scope is the ascertainment of 
duty.” This is declared in the opening aphorism, which, 
interspersing an explanatory comment, we may render 
as follows:—“ Well, then [O student, since thou hast 
read the Vedas while residing in the family of thy 
preceptor], therefore a desire to know duty [which know- 
ledge, without further aid, thou wilt scarcely gather 
from the texts with which thy memory is stored, ought 
now to be entertained by thee].”' But what do you 
mean by “duty?” inquires the student. To expound 
the entire import of tho term would be difficult, if not 
impossible, at the outset; so Jaimini, following the 
recognised method of laying down 2 “characteristic” 
(lakshana), by which the thing, though not fully des- 
cribed, may be securely recognised, declares as follows: 
—‘A duty is a matter which may be recognised [as 
a duty] by the instigatory character [of the passage of 
Scripture in which it is mentioned].”* As Mr. Cole- 
brooke observes, “Here duty intends sacrifices and 
other acts of religion ordained by the Vedas. The same 
term (dharma) likewise signifies virtue, or moral merit ; 
and grammarians have distinguished its import accord- 
ing to the gender of the noun. In one (the masculine), 
it implies virtue; in the other (neuter), it means an 
act of devotion. It is in the last-mentioned sense that 
the term is here employed.” We may add, in expla- 

» ererety weifarwyrar uaa 2 Preorrerwagt weal: 88h 
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nation of this, that the discussion of the gender of the 
word was provoked by Jaimini’s choosing to employ 
the masculine form (as may be observed in the original 
aphorism given in the note), instead of the neuter. To 
the query, why Jaimini was guilty of this grammatical 
solecism, one of his commentators coolly replies, ‘take 
{and be content with} as the reason thereof, the fact 
that he [Jaimini] is a great sanctified sage {and there- 
fore entitled to give the word what gender he pleases].” 
Arguments of this lofty Pope Hildebrand order, which 
were doubtless rolled out with unction, ef ore rotundo, 
in the palmy days of Hindiism, the Brahmans now- 
a-days are most amusingly ashamed of; those of 
them, at least, who are not prepared to join cordially. 
in a broad grin over the “‘ bumptiousness” of the pre- 
tension. 

Whilst Jaimini contents himself with giving, in the 
first instance, a “‘ characteristic”, by which dudy may be 
recognised, his commentator supplies an account of its 
nature (swarupa), t.e., what constitutes that a duty to 
which the characteristic in question belongs. According 
to him, what constitutes anything a duty is “ the fact of 
its not producing more pain than pleasure (or, in other 
words, its being calculated to produce more pleasure 
than pain].’ The agreement of this with the Ben- 
thamite definition of the Useful is noticeable. Another 
thing which we wish here to take an opportunity of 
noticing, is a correspondence, in point of terminology, 
between the systems of the East and of the West. That 
which constitutes anything what it is, was called by 
Plato its Idea, Aristotle disliked the term; and he 
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sought to convey the same meaning by a term which the 
Schoolmen rendered Form. Bacon adopted the word 
Form in this sense, and the exactly corresponding San- 
akrit word, viz., swaripa, is the one here employed, 
and generally employed, to convey the notion of what 
is the abiding cause of a thing’s being what it is. 
‘When a Hindi writer, dt the opening of a treatise on 
anything, says “I shall declare the /akshana and the 
swaripa of the thing in question,” he means to say, that 
he will tell first, how we are to recognise the thing as 
the thing that we are talking about, and that he will 
next tell, all about it. The lakshana is the mark on 
the sealed package, by which wo recognise it among 
other packages; the swaripa is the contents of the 
package. The reason why we think it worth while 
to advert to the import of the phraseology in question 
is this, that we ourselves once took a good deal of 
‘pains unprofitably to reconcile theso two terms with 
the “genus” and the “specific difference” which to- 
gether make up the “ definition,” according to European 
logic. The one set of terms and the other, however, 
belong to different aspects of thought. 

To return to Jaimini:—Having intimated that tho 
cause of our knowing anything to be a duty was simply 
an instigation, in the shape of a passage of Scripture 
holding out the promise of a reward for the perform- 
ance of a given act, he next thinks proper to show 
how nothing else cowld be the evidence for it. “An 
examination,” he says, “of the cause of [our recog- 
nising] it [viz a duty, is to be made];”' and he ex- 
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plaing, as follows, how our organs of sense cannot supply 
the evidence of it. ‘When a man’s organs of sense 
are rightly applied to something extant, that birth of 
knowledge [which then takes place] is perception—[and 
this perception is] not the cause [of our recognising @ 
duty], because the apprehension [by the senses] is of 
what is [then and there] extant, [which an act of 
duty is nof]”” Since perception is not the evidenco 
of a thing’s being a duty, it follows, according to the 
commentator, that inference or analogy, or anything 
else, “which has its root in perception,” cannot be 
the ovidence; and, consequently, precept—express or 
implied—is the only evidenco of a thing’s being a 
duty. 

But here the doubt presents itself, whether the 
evidence in favour of a thing’s being a duty may not 
be as fallacious as is the evidence of the senses. Accord- 
ing to the objector,— after words and meanings have 
presented themselves, since the connection between the 
two is one devised by man,—consisting, as it does, of 
the conventions which man has devised; therefore, as 
sense-knowledge wanders away from truth when it mis- 
takes mother-o’-pearl for silver, so language is liable 
to part company with veracity in matters of assertion, 
and consequently the instigatory nature of a passage 
which, being couched in words, is liable to be misun- 
derstood, cannot be the instrument of certain knowledge 
in respect of duty.” Jaimini, in reply, denies that this 
doubt affects the evidence of Scripture. “But the 
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natural [#.e. the e¢ernal and not conventional] connec- 
tion of a word with its sense, is [the instrument of] 
the knowledge thereof, and the intimation [of Scripture 
which is] infallible, though given in respect of some- 
thing imperceptible. This, [according to our opinion, 
as well as that] of Badarayana, [the author of the 
Vedanta aphorisms], is the evidence [by means of which 
we recognise a duty], for it has no respect [to any 
other ovidence, such as that of sense],”? Assertions 
in regard to ordinary things, such as the assertion that 
there is fire in this or that place, meet with credit, 
because people have opportunities of verifying such as- 
sertions by ocular inspection. This is not the case 
with regard to the assertion that this or that act is 
a duty; and therefore Jaimini—in the absence of the 
possibility of verification—rests the evidence of testi- 
mony, in the case of Scripture, on its infallibility. The 
mention of the name of Badariyana (who is the same 
as Vyasa), in this fifth aphorism, goes to prove that 
Jaimini’s work, the Piirvva-mimansa, was not antecedent 
in time to Vyisa’s Utiara-mimansé. Mr. Colebrooke’s 
rendering of the terms purvva and uttara by “ prior” 
and “later” (see Essays, vol. i, pp. 227 and 295), 
would seem to have led Dr. Ritter to suppose that 
Jaimini’s system was the earlier in order of publica- 
tion. Dr. Ritter says (at p. 376, vol. iv., of his History 
of Philosophy, Morrison’s version) that, “according to 
Colebrooke, the adherents of this school may be divided 
into the earlier and the later;” and then he goes on 
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to speak of “the older and genuine Vedania:” but in 
fact the terms “ prior” and “later” refer not to time, 
but to the divisions of the Veda which Jaimini and 
Vyasa respectively expound, the latter directing his 
attention to the Upanishads, or theological sections, 
which stand last in order. The word mimdnsé means 
“a seeking to understand,” and the parvva-mimdnsa is 
“a seeking to understand the prior (or ritual portion 
of the Vedas),” while the uttara-mimdnsa is a “seeking 
to understand the later (or theological portion of the 
Vedas). These two compounds, in short, to speak 
grammatically, are not Karmadharaya, but Shashthi-tat- 
purusha, 

Jaimini, we have just seen, denies that the connection 
of a word with its sense is dependent on human conven- 
tion. This he was obliged to do in order to remove the 
Vedas beyond the imputation of that fallibility which 
attaches to all that is devised by man. The eternal con- 
nection between a word and its sense, the commentator 
here remarks, ‘‘is dependent on the eternity of sound,” 
—seoing that if sound were not eternal, then words 
which consist of sound could not be eternal, nor conse- 
quently could the relation of such to their significations 
be eternal. Being compelled, therefore, to demonstrate 
that sound ¢s eternal, Jaimini, in pursuance of the esta- 
blished method of procedure, first grapples with the 
arguments which, prima facie, might seem to counten- 
ance an opposite view of the matter. The first objection 
to the eternity of sound is its being made by effort. 
Thus, according to Jaimini, “Some [viz., the followers 
of the Nyaya] say that it ie a product, for, in the case 
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of it, we see [the effort made for its production],”! 
Jaimini is far too secure in the strength of his own 
position, to be under any temptation to stop the mouths 
of objectors before they have said their say. Tlalf a 
dozen objections he allows to be tabled against the 
eternity of sound, the second of them being, “ Because 
of its transitoriness,” 2—because, “beyond a moment it 
is no longer perceived.” Moreover, the Naiyayikas 
contend, in the third place, that sound is not eternal, 
because it is stamped as factitious by the usage of 
language,— Because of [our omploying, when we speak 
of sound] the expression ‘making””* When you talk 
of making something, as a jar for instance, you talk of 
something that has a commencement, else where were 
the need of its being made? Fourthly, according to 
the Naiyfiyikas, the alleged eternity of sound is incom- 
patible with its undeniable multeity: and the fact that 
multeity does belong to it is inferred “ From its being 
simultancously in another person [occupying a different 
place from some first person whom it also affects).’* 
According to the explanation of the scholiast, ‘The 
scope of the present objection is this, that an argument 
which establishes the eterntty of any sound will equally 
establish its uxify; and thus we should have to admit 
that a numerically single and eternal entity is simul- 
taneously present to tho senses, both of those near and 
those far off—-which is an inconsistency.” And the 
Naiyayikas infer that sound is not eternal, because, 


‘wt ww citer 2 STAT LOH 
cone ‘gerade ak 


184 NOTE E. 


* Also, of the original and altered forms” of words—- 
@ condition incompatible with the changelossness of 
eternity—and, finally, because, ‘Also, by a multitude 
of aakers there is an augmentation of it.”* A thousand 
lamps, rendering a jar manifest, do not make the jar 
seem larger than a single lamp does: yet a thousand 
persons uttering any sound in concert, make a propor- 
tionately greater sound than one person does; so this 
must be a case not of manifesting a previously oxtant 
sound, but of making one. 

Before stating the arguments in support of his own 
view, Jaimini addresses himself to the refutation of the 
foregoing objoctions ; and antecedently to this, also, he 
judiciously seeks to narrow the ground of contention by 
determining how far both parties agree. “ But alike,” 
he says, ‘is the perception thereof,” *—according to both 
views,—both agreeing that the perception of sound is only 
for a moment, whatever difference of opinion there may be 
as to sound itself being momentary. But though aoqui- 
escent so far as tis point is concerned, Jaimini cannot 
allow that the sound which we perceive for the moment 
was produced at tho moment. He explains:—“ Of this 
(sound], while it really exists, the non-perception at 
another time [than that when the sound is perceived] is 
due to the non-application [of a manifester} to the object 
{the then unheard sound}.”* In like manner, @ jar, seen 
by a flash of lightning, is not then produced, nor does it 
cease to exist on its ceasing to be perceived. The same 
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jar may be manifested for another moment by a subsequent 
flash. According to the commentator, “ Sound is eternal 
[as we are constrained to admit), by force of the recognition 
that, ‘This is that same letter K” [viz., the same’ sound 
that I heard yesterday, or fifty years ago}, and im virtue 
of the law of parcimony,”—one of the fundamental laws 
of philosophising acknowledged by philosophers both of 
the East and of the West, and implying that we must 
never assume more causes of a given effect than are 
sufficient to account for it. Europeans hold that sound 
is due to vibration. Jaimini’s commentator admits that 
it is not perceived when there is ne vibration: but, with 
perverse ingenuity, he argues that the absence of vibra- 
tion, or the stillness of the air, is what prevents us 
from perceiving the sound, which never ecases to ewist, 
whether perceived or not. ‘The conjunctions and dis- 
junctions [or undulations] of the air issuing from the 
mouth, remove the s/// air which was the obstacle to the 
perception of sound, and thence it becomes percoptible.” 

Replying to the objection conveyed in Aph. 8, 
Jaimini says, “This {expression ‘making’} means om- 
ploying ;”’—we talk of making a sound when we only 
make use of it. Then, as for the objection that a sound 
cannot be one, because its perception is present to many 
at a time, he replies, “‘ The simultaneousness is as in the 
case of the sun:”* which is explained to mean, that, 


1 Jn opposition to the Miminsakas, the Naiyayikas contend that tho form of 
oxprossion, ‘This is that samo letter K” is grounded merely on the fuct that the 
things referred to are of the samo Hind,—just as is tho case with tho expression, ‘Ho 
hos token the same medicine thet I did.” Soe the Siddhinta Muktavati, p. 103; 
and compare the remarks of Whately (in tho Appendix to his Logic) on the 
ambiguity of tho word “ Same.” 
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“As the sun, which is but one, is seen simultaneously 
by those stationed in different places, so, like the sun, 
a sound is a great object, not a minute one”—such as 
cannot come at once under the cognizance of persons at 
any distance from onc another. Then, as for the objec- 
tion that a sound cannot be eternal, since it undergoes 
changes in the hands of the grammarian, he says, “ This 
{eg., the letter y coming in the room of 7] is another 
letter, not a modification”'—of that whose place it 
takes. As the commentator adds, “The y is not a 
modification of the 7, as a mat is a modification of the 
straw. If it were so, then, as the maker of a mat is 
under the necessity of providing himself with straw to 
make it of, the man that employs the letter y would be 
under the necessity of taking the letter ¢ to make it of.” 
Finally, to tho objection that a sound must be ® product, 
because there is the more of it the more numerous are 
thoso employed in making it, he replies, “It is the 
increase of the nozse that becomes groat,”*—and not of 
the sound, 

Here we begin to perceive that this notable dispute 
is somewhat of a verbal one, and that Jaimini does not 
mean by sound what his opponents mean by it. Sound, 
according to Jaimini, like the music spoken of in 
Othello, is of a kind “that may not be heard,”*—a 
“silent thunder” in its way. But let us hear Jaimini, 
who, having disposed of the offered objections, proceeds 

1 eedrercefirarc: 196 8 2 arggfe: ToT AON 
> Glown—If you have any music that may not be heard, then to't again: but, 
as thoy aay, to bear music, the gencral doth not greatly care. 


Musician. —We have none such, sir. 


Clown.—Then put up your pipes—— 
Othello, Act iii, we. 1. 
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to defend his own theory. ‘‘But it must be eternal 
[this or that articulate sound], because its exhibition 
is for the sake of another;”' and the commentator 
adds, in explanation—‘If it were not eternal, then, 
as it would not continue till the hearer had under- 
stood our meaning [the perception of the sound ceas- 
ing on the instant that it reaches the ear], the under- 
standing [of what was uttered] would not take place 
because of the absence of the cause ;—for, to explain 
further, the understanding of what is uttered must follow 
—at however short an interval—the porception of the 
sound uttered ; and if the sound perish on the hearing, 
as the noise does, then boing no longer in existence, it 
cannot be the cause of anything.” If, on the other hand, 
it continue to exist, for any period however short, aftor 
ceasing to bo perceived, it is impossible to assign any 
othor instant at which there is any evidence of the dis- 
continuance of its existence,—whence its cternity may 
be inferred. Moreover, as it is prospectively eternal, so 
was it antecedently, which he considers to be proved, 
“ By there being everywhere simultaneousness”* in the 
recognition of it by ever so many hearers, who could not 
recognise it if it were a new production. For example, 
when the word cow is uttered, a hundred persons recognise 
the word alike; and, the commentator adds, a “ hundred 
persons do not simultaneously fall into an error,”—this 
being as unlikely as it is that a hundred arrows discharged 
simultaneously by a hundred archers should all by mis- 
take hit the same object. Then, again, a sound is proved 
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to be eternal “By the absence of number;”’ for, ¢g., 
“When the word cow hes been uttered ten times, we 
say ‘The word cow has been uttered ten times,’ but not 
“ten words of the form cow have been uttered.” Further, 
sound, as being indiscerptible, is proved to be eternal, 
“ By there being no ground for anticipation”* of ita 
destruction. ‘As, on the mere inspection of a web, one 
feels certain that ‘this web was produced by the conjune- 
tion of threads, and it will be destroyed by the destruc- 
tion of the conjunction of the threads,’ so,—from the ab- 
sence of the knowledge of any cause that should lead to 
the destruction of a sound, we conclude that ¢¢ is eternal.” 

But some one may contend that a sound is a mere 
modification of the air, and he may cite the Sikshé— 
that appendage of the Vedas which treats of pronuncia- 
tion, which tells us that “air arrives at the state of 
being sound” after undergoing such and such treat- 
ment ;—so Jaimini anticipates and repels this, “Because 
{if it were so}, there would not be perception [by the 
organ of hearing} of an object appropriate to it.’* Ho 
means to say that “ modifications of the air are not what 
the organ of hearing takes cognizance of, sound not being 
something éangible,” as the air is held by the Naiyayikas 
to be, while sound, they hold, has an altogether diffe- 
rent substratum, viz. the ether. Here Jaimini, though 
he does not himself hold sound to be a quality of ether, 
does not however disdain to avail himself of the argu- 
mentum ad hominem, 

Finally, to put the seal upon the evidence of sound’s 
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eternity, ho refers to the Hindi scriptures:— And 
[each articulate sound is proved to be eternal] by our 
seeing a proof”? of this, in- the text which the com- 
mentator supplies, viz., “ By language, that alters not, 
eternal,” eto, Here ends the topic of sound; and as- 
suredly Jaimini does not make it very clear what he 
means by the term. Let us therefore turn to a fuller 
exposition of the dogma in question, and this may be 
found in the Mahabhashya and its commentaries. 
Patanjali commences the Mahabhashya, or “ Great* 
Commentary,” on the Grammatical Aphorisms of Panini, 
by saying “ Now, the teaching of sounds:”—‘‘ Of what 
sounds?” he asks;—and he replies, ‘Of those secular 
and those sacred.” _Kaiyata remarks on this as follows: 
“Since the word ‘sound’ signifies sound in general, 
having reflected that—since, but for the question in 
hand, ete., there would have been nothing to determine 
the species,—the teaching also of the sounds of fiddle- 
strings, and of the cries of crows, etc., might have sug- 
gested itself, he asks, ‘ Of what, eto.” Then, “ having 
further reflected, that since Grammar is an appendago of 
the Veda, from the sense of the terms the species [of 
sounds with which Grammar is concerned] may be in- 
ferred, he says [in order to give a useful reply to his 
own question}, ‘ Of secular,’ etc.” After several pages 
of such disquisition, which provoke twice as many more 
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3 Tts “ greatness,"—though the commontator Kaiyata, with allusion to its bulk, 
atyles it an “ocean of a commentary,"—is explained by Zs commentator, again, 
Nageia Bhatta, to consist in its being, unlike ordinary commentarics, a supple- 
mentary authority, and not a more exegesis—Sce vol. i. of the Benares Colloge 
edition of the MahabAzehya, p. 1 of transiation. 
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from Nagesa Bhatta, Patanjali is allowed to go on again. 
“Of these, the secular, in the first place, are such as 
cow, horse, man, elephant, bird, deer, brakman, The scrip- 
tural are verily indeed such as sauna devirabhishtaye 
(‘may the goddess be propitious to my prayers,’)” etc. 
He goes on to say— Well—‘ cow’—here which is the 
word? That which is in the shape of a thing with dew- 
lap, tail, hump, hoofs, and horns,—pray, is that the 
word? Nay, replies he, that is yerily a thing. Then 
the. hints, gestures, and winking,—is that the word? 
Nay, he replies, that verily is action. Then the white, 
the blue, the tawny, the spotted,—is that the word? 
Nay, he replies, that verily is quality. Then, that which 
in (many) different is [one and] not different,—and which 
is not destroyed in things which [by disintegration] are 
destroyed,—that which is the common nature,—is that 
the word? Nay, he replies, that vorily is the form— 
[implying the genus, or Platonic ‘idea’—the éy én} 
wonndw]. What then is the word?’ The word [‘ cow’) 
is that through which, when uttered, there is the cog- 
nition of things with dewlap, tail, hump, hoofs, and 
horns.” We must not at present indulge in a réchauffe- 
ment of all tho drolly sagacious things that Kaiyata and 
Nagesa take occasion to propound with reference to these 
remarks of his Snakeship* Patanjali. We must confine 
ourselves to the question of what is e¢ernal, or held to be 
eternal, in the matter of sound. 

Everybody allows that the constituent letters of a word 

» ‘The inquirer is supposed to ask this after having run through all the categories, 
which the grammarians reckon to be four,—the four above-mentioned. 


2 Whilst the author of the Mohabdshys (and of the Yoga Aphorisms) hopoured 
‘the world with hia presenco, he is understood to have been a serpent. 
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are non-significant ; because, says Kaiyata, “if letters 
severally were significant, the pronunciation of the 
second, or of any subsequent [letter in any word] would 
be purposeless. But, assuming that they are severally 
non-significant, then, on the theory that they arise, since 
they cannot arise simulianeously ; and [then again] on the 
theory that they are manifested, since, from their being 
manifested successively, there is no [stable} aggregate,— 
if those that are impressed on a single [page of] memory 
were what express [the meaning connected with these 
letters so recorded], then we should find no difference 
between the sense gathered in the case of sara, ‘an 
arrow,’ and rasa, ‘a taste,’ [the letters of which are the 
same]. In the Vékyapadiya [of Bhartrihari} it is diffusely 
established, that what denotes (the thing denoted] is [so 
to speak] a ‘ disclosure’ (sphota), other than those (letters, 
and, at the same time], revealed by utterance.” What 
is here called sphofa—a ‘disclosure’—is what Jaimini 
meant by the term sound (sabda), though he chose, for 
prudential reasons of his own, not to point ont to his 
opponents—what they ought to have had perspicacity 
enough to discern for themselyes—that he was “ palter- 
ing with them in a double sense.” Possibly, again, the 
ease may have been an exemplification of the Hudibrastie 
principle, that 
Sure the pteasuro is as great 
Of being chested, as to cheat, 

The Naiyayikas had no interest in really clearing 
up a confusion of ideas which allowed Jaimini to settle 
the eternity of the Veda, on which all the six schools 
repose, while at the same time it loft a world of cloud- 
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land available for endless and luxurious Jogomachy. 
The Naiyayikas were humbugs when they did not come 
down upon Jaimint with the sledge-hammer of Gau- 
tama’s 52nd aphorism. Thoy knew that he was “ palter- 
ing in a double sense,”——but then- their philosophical 
virtue was not of the termagant order, but rather of 
the kind that coyly resists with sheathed claws. Pay- 
ing no furthor attention to the Naiyiyikas, let us attend 
to the conception which the grammarians, in accord- 
ance with the Miminsakas, denominate sphote. 

At page 305 of the first volume of his Essays, Mr. 
Colebrooke says, “ Grammarians assume a special cate- 
gory, denominated sp’ho'ta, for the object of mental per- 
ception, which ensues upon the hearing of an articulate 
sound, and which they consider to be distinct from the 
clemonts or component letters of the word. Logicians 
disallow that as a needless assumption.” Of this sphota, 
which the grammarians—as being Vedantins—assume 
to bo the only real entity in the universe, Nagesa 
Bhatta speaks as follows: ‘‘The cognition, ‘This is one 
word,’ ‘ This is one sentence,’ is proof of there being such 
a thing as sphota, and of its unity [it being held to 
be one with knowledge, or one with God]; because, 
too, there is no solid evidence of the fact that memory 
is exactly according to the order of apprehension (so 
that sara and rasa might come to suggest each the 
same idea} since wo see things that were apprehended 
in one order, recollected even in the inverse order. 
But, in my opinion, as there becomes gradually, in 
a web, a tincture of various hues deposited by various 
dye-stuffs, so in that [sphota] which is perfectly single, 
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by the course of utterance does there take place a quite 
gradual tincture in the shape of each letter; and this 
is permanent, and it is this that the mind apprehends,” 
He adds, that this sphota—this substratum of unqua- 
lified, but diversely qualifiable, knowledge—is one thing, 
though “common to the [particular] denominations of 
jars, webs, etc.;” and he mentions, that, in another 
work of his, the Manyusha, he has shown how “the 
apprehension of the difference is reflectional,”—ns when 
the pellucid crystal’ assumes successively the hue of 
tho red, blue, or yellow flower beside it. 

This illustration of the web, to which a succession 
of tints may be communicated, reminds us of the con- 
trivance of an editor in the backwoods of America, 
whero printing materials were scarce, Each of his sub- 
seribers was provided with a towel, on which tho our- 
rent number of the journal was stamped, not with ink, 
but with the black mud from the neighbouring swamp. 
‘When this had been duly perused by the family, the 
towel was washed and sent back to receive the next 
day’s impression. The towel of the subscriber, like 
the sphota of the grammarian, remained one and the 
same towel throughout, whether serving as tho sub- 
stratum of a democratic harangue, a defence of repu- 
diation, or an advertisement of wooden nutmegs. 

We observed that, by the Vedantin grammarians, 
the sphofa is regarded as the sole entity :—with them 
th “word” (4abda) is “God” (Brahma). This remark- 

1 Of. Sankiya Aphoriem, Bk. I., §19, « The word sphofa is derived from 
aphut, to open as 2 bud or flower,” boing that by means of which each particular 
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of all particular meaning. 
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able expression would require to be carefully considered, 
when the question has reference whether to the adop- 
tion or the avoidance of such and such terms in con- 
veying the doctrines of Christianity.' Tho pandits fur- 
nish a striking exemplification of Bacon’s remark, that, 
by men in general, “those things which are new in them- 
selves will still bo understood according to the analogy of 
the old.” Employ a term that holds a definite place in 
any of the current systems, and the whole of the pan- 
dit’s thoughts will immediately run in the mould of 
that system, to which he will strive to accommodate 
what he hears, rejecting whatever refuses to be so ac- 
commodated. A pandit remarked to us one day,’ for 
example, that the opening verses of the Bible contained 
a palpable contradiction. ‘It is stated here,” said he, 
pointing to the first verse of the Sanskrit version of 
Genesis by the Baptist Missionaries, “that God, in the 
beginning, created Earth (prithivi) and Ether (akdéa); 
and then it is added that the Spirit of God moved upon 
the face of the Water,—an element, the creation of 
which is nowhere mentioned in the chapter, the next 
verse going on to speak of the creation of Light. If 
Water and Air did not require to be created, why 
did the other three?” Here the unfortunate employ- 
ment of the terms prithivt and akdsa had marshalled 
his thoughts at once under the categories of the Nyaya. 
Our explanation, that the one term was intended to 
denote all the matter of this globe, and the other 
term all that is material, external to this globe, satis- 
fied him that the contradiction did not exist which he 
' [Bee Prefixes, p. iv.] 2 [An already observed in the Preface, p. v-] 


NOTE F.~-ON “TRANSLATION INTO THE LANGUAGES OF INDIA.” 195 


had supposed; but he felt sure that the words would 
raise precisely the samo notions in the mind of every 
Naiyayika that they had raised in his own. The 
terms diiimi and diva, not being technically appropri- 
ated, would be free from the objection. 


NOTE F. 
ON “TRANSLATION INTO THE LANGUAGES OF INDIA.” 


[Tux dispatch of the Honourable Court of Diroctors, 
of the 19th of July, 1854, ordaining a great extension 
of the means for the education of India, gave a frosh 
interest to the question how the books to be employed 
in carrying out the work of enlightenment and civil- 
ization ought to be constructed. From a Discourse 
addressed to tho Government of the North-west Pro- 
yinces, and printed by the Government at the time, 
extracts are subjoined]. 

As regards our educational proceedings, |, wast, the 
the importance of native learning in India {",J70" 
is not to be measured by the value—real or “"™ 
supposed—of the amount of information contained in the 
Arabic and in the Sanskrit. The disparagers of the one 
or the other literature will scarcely be found among 
those who really possess any knowledge of cither. Tho 
best judges have long ere this decided that the Arabic 
and the Sanskrit languages are noble disciplinal studies, 
and that they are fountain-languages, from which the 
vernaculars can be indefinitely supplied with fresh forces, 
But, in order that the fresh additions may become 
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naturalised, it is indispensable, first, that the additions 
should be made by persons thoroughly qualified to 
make them rightly; and, secondly, that the learners 
should have access to complete information respecting 
the reasons why each particular addition was made 
exactly as it was. In other words, a permanently vital 
systom of education in modern science, through the 
medium of un-barbarized Urdii, implies the possibility 
of roference at all times to learned and well-informod 
Maulavis; and, analogously, in the case of Hindi 
dialects, to learned and well-informed Pandits ; just as 
a scientific English education implies the possibility of 
teference to reliable sources of information relative to 
the classical languages from which the terms of science 
are taken in Europe. Where this access to the foun- 
tains is not open, or not made use of, the terms will be 
found to degenerate rapidly into a gibberish—such as 
wo find in the digari of our law-courts, for a ‘“ decree,” 
the dirpin-kd-tel of our laboratories, for “turpentine,” 
or the mdmlet of our kitchens, for en “ omelette.” 

Turough If these views are just, then the first ques- 
jong ita tion which requires to be distinctly settled, and 
See not thereafter to be perpetually opened up again, 
or to be kept hovering vaguely as 2 mirage before the 
eyes of the speculator, is the question—whether we are 
going to undertake the education of the Indian millions 
through an English agency or through a native agency ? 
The idea of its being possible to employ a direct English 
agency in the tuition of all India, is perhaps explicitly 
entertained by no one; but the legitimate consequences 
of tho impossibilty are constantly and most mischiovously 


ON “TRANSLATION INTO THE LANGUAGES UF INDIA.” 197 


overlooked. Tho labour and difficulty of reproducing 
—teally, and not merely in fallacious appearance — 
European terms of science in the languagesof 
the East, originate that “indolent impatience” (upsty im 
which seeks to cut the Gordian knot by de- “"""* 
ciding that the English language ought to bo tho lan- 
guage of science for all the world,—a decision which 
it is further sought to recommend by the plausible 
plea that a cosmopolitan language of science offers ob- 
vious advantages. My reply rests on the fact, which 
I have asserted and illustrated, that sciontific terms, 
cut off from the possibility of reference to their sources, 
tond headlong towards degeneracy. Under an English 
agency employed in tho tuition of all India, this natural 
and experienced result might be partially staved off; 
but with the agency which, as already agreed, we must 
go to work with—if the work is to be done extensively 
at all—the English names will rapidly alter to such 
a degree, that no ono who has not watched tho pro- 
gress of their degeneracy will be able to recognise them ; 
and thus the fancied advantages of a cosmo. 4... 
politan terminology vanish into smoke. The Write wr 
degenorated English terms of our law courts," 

our laboratories, and our kitchens, are just as unintel- 
ligible to the English new comer as if they were native 
terms which he had never before met with, A shout 
of laughter usually accompanies the discovery of what 
the transmogrified vocable was intended for; but the 
word is no help towards mutual understanding. The 
same would be eventually the fate of an English scien- 
tific terminology in the hands of the only agency which, 
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by the hypothesis, is at our disposal for the education 
of the millions. 

Having set forth reasons for holding that an ex- 
tended vernacular terminology, to have any chance of 
becoming profitably naturalized, must be fed from the 
sources of the Arabic or of tho Sanskrit; and having 
declared my conviction that neither of these can be 
made—except in most delusive semblance—to supply 
the place of both, I should now proceed to exemplify 
the application of an Eastern fountain-language, the . 
Sanskrit, to the production of new terms of science; 
but, before entering upon the terminology of the sciences, 
I must state my reasons for taking them in the order 
in which I take them, 
eter the In designing an educational course, if we 
mans, in ine are to go to work methodically, systematically, 
tsinomiy “er and profitably, then regard must be had to the 
mahed. end and to the means. Where no distinct ond, 
or not the same end, is kept in view by those who take 
part in a discussion, agreement as to the means is pretty 
well out of the question. And how can we hope, as 
Bacon says, to achieve the course if we have not first 
distinctly fixed the goal? It may be said, indeed, that 
there are more goals than one, inasmuch as we do not 
expect all our pupils to go as far as the one who goes the 
furthest. Be it so; but let us first settle the goal for 
that one, and then the various stages which the others 
may content themselves with reaching, will all lie along 
that more extended course. 

Shall our absolutely ultimate end, then, be the pro- 
duction of a first-rate engineor, or of a valuable revenue 
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officer, or of an accomplished native magistrate? With 
this I am not prepared to be satisfied. My proposed 
end is the making of each educated Hindi a ecTBe ens we 
Christian, on principle and conviction. This ov= en 
end, as I propose here to indicate, implies every thing 
that the amplest course of education can comprise. Let 
us trace this assertion backward,—as thus. That a 
Hindi should, on principle and conviction, embrace a 
religion which, like Christianity, bases its claims on 
historical evidence, presupposes not merely an acquaint- 
ance with historical assertions, but a cultivation of the 
critical faculty, so as that the force of the historical 
evidence may be intelligently felt. The immediate pre- 
paration for a critically intelligent study of history is 
the study of Physical Geography. A history, all of 
whoso assertions are found quite consistent with the 
multifarious information supplied by Physical Geography, 
must be felt to present very different claims on our re- 
spect from those of a Purdna, with its nowhere discover- 
able oceans of treacle, cane-juice, and butter-milk, But, 
to apprehend with full intelligence what is presented of 
Physical Geography, a knowledge of Zoology, Botany, 
and Geology are required. The full appreciation of these, 
again, presupposes Chemistry, in all its extensive bear- 
ings on Meteorology, climate, ete. The study of Che- 
mistry must be preceded by that of Physics. Physics 
demands an anterior acquaintance with the sciences of 
Number and Magnitude,—sciences which present the 
most elementary exemplification of applied Logic. Such 
is a rapid enumeration of the great steps in the intel- 
lectual course. How the moral course combines with 
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this, we shall see, when, returning on our steps synthe- 
tically, we cnquire what apparatus of educational mate- 
rials the course above indicated will require. 

engtions the Now, it may be objected as follows :— 
aimee’ “You call this an intellectual course,— it is 
all science,—mere knowledge; but are we to have no 
applied science?—are wo not to teach the arts?” I 
teply,—assuredly you have got to teach these; and if 
you wish to teach them effectually, you will tako care 
that your exposition of cach of them shall emanate from 
@ previously well-digested exposition of the sciences from 
which the arts draw their life-blood. Your instructions 
in Surveying will bear reforence to your scientific ex- 
position of Gcometry and Arithmetic, and will be given 
in the accurately determined language of those scicntific 
expositions. Your Pharmacy will be founded on your 
scientific exposition of Chemistry, and will avail itself of 
chemical language and chemical principles. You will 
not—it is to be hoped—when penning practical instruc- 
tions for the miner, ignore the scientific views and terms 
of your Geology. In short, all treatisos on the. arts 
ought to bear reference to the parent sciences, and should 
be constructed in such exact accordance with the ex- 
position of the parent sciences, that the artist may have 
nothing to unlearn, or to confuse him, when he turns to 
the expositions of the parent sciences for fresh sugges- 
tions in the prosecution of his art. Hence, in a syste- 
matic preparation of a literature, we must, except in 
cases of urgency, attend to science first; and, even in 
the exceptional cases, you must regard your first rude 
manuals of art as merely provisional, and as awaiting the 
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rectification which a thorough exposition of the parent 
sciences will subsequently render possible. 

A second probablo objection is this, that the | m0 ramire 
course indicated above presents the sciences in *imomnottie 
an order which is not adapted to practical to™uy."* 
education. That you should begin with Logic,—then 
proceed to Mathematics (including all its branches),—go 
next to Physics, and so proceed through the whole series 
of the sciences, before reading a page of history, or a 
chapter of Zoology, is not feasible. Trae,—nor do I 
intend that anything of the kind should bo attempted. 
A boy may with groat advantage store his mind with 
passages of history before he is at all qualified to decide 
on the historian’s claims to respect; and he may, not 
unprofitably, become acquainted with the chemical cha- 
racters of the gases, though he may not have studicd 
Physies so as thoroughly to understand the physical 
principles on which the manipulation of the gases de- 
pends ;—and he may profitably become familiar with the 
mechanical powers, even when his mathematical acquire- 
ments are but slender ;—and he may advisably prosecuto 
his mathematical studies pretty far, before he turns his 
attontion to the general laws of reasoning,—to that 
abstract science, of which all other sciences are the con- 
orete embodiments. But still, the books which he reads 
ought all to be constructed in prospective contemplation 
of his eventually coming to recognise the chain of evi- 
dence in all its strength and in the logical order of its 
links, This cannot be expected, if no attention, in the 
preparation of tho course, be paid to the order of the 
links. 
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qitigjenent A third objection may be this, that so syste- 
deus sonrce matic a course a8 that proposed could not be 
— the result of the independent working of the 
Numerous persons who would be required to work upon 
it. This I most readily allow; and therefore it is that I 
grieve over the comparative waste of a great quantity of 
independent working, which has hitherto produced loads 
upon loads of books, and yet, by general admission, no 
educational course. Look at the voluminous catalogue 
of the [Benares] Centralizing Book Society, and see what 
sort of a course could be culled out of it ;—what course 
such as could train a man’s mind, and lead his convic- 
tions, with any sort of certainty, in the direction which 
T have indicated as desirable. 

Howooop- How co-operation, as contra-distinguished 


ration, | with 


mvingotmuch from a mass of simultaneous but irrespective 


uncles labour, 
fee “cr: labour, might be secured, I must not here 


Wetitels allow myself the space which would bo ne- 
cessary for discussing. Suffice it to say that my views 
in regard to the desirableness of: a college of translators, 
coincide with those set forth by Mr. B. H. Hodgson in 
his published letters on The Pre-eminence of the Ver- 
naculars, 
aXe Mah Let me now enumerate the sciences, and 
English texch- show how I think each ought to be dealt 
ttey With, in presenting it to India through those 
of the verneculars which hang upon the Sans- 
krit. Let it be remembered that I am not proposing 
any substitute for English education, where English 
education is available; end that I am not proposing 
that English teachers who have neither taste nor turn 
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for vernacular teaching, should trouble themselves for 
one moment by attempting it. My suggestions have 
reference to that purely native agency, which I con- 
tend we must employ, if the millions are to be really 
educated ; and in the hands of which agency I would 
seek to place an educational literature containing nothing 
that is insoluble, in the absence of the power of refer- 
enes to that European erudition which, by the hypo- 
thesis, is not available. The native erudition, compe- 
tent to the solution of all the terminology which I 
advocate, ts available, and would remain available if 
the English, by any strange chance, should have been 
driven from India into the sea.’ It is scarcely worth 
while to remark, parenthetically, that to those who, 
in such event, care not what might become of India, 
I am not now addressing myself. 

All science, or knowledge, rests on its ap- The order of 
propriate evidence, direct or indirect. Sense 
and consciousness are direct evidence. Inference and 
testimony are indirect or mediate. In a synopsis of 
the sciences, these topics come properly at the outset ; 
though they are not, I repeat, the topics which first 
domand the attention of a learner. In our Sanskrit 
synopsis, designed to furnish the terminology for ver- 
sions in the Hindi, Bengali, Mahratta, Telugu, ete., 
we treat these topics in the order of (1) the senses 
and the mind, (2) inductive investigation, (3) dedue- 
tion, (4) demonstrative exposition, ¢.¢, rhetoric, and 
(5) formal logic. The philosophical writings of the 

1 [This was first published in 1855, The contemplated possibility did not then 
appear at all so near ns it did to us at Bonares on the 4th of May, 1857]. 
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Hindiis furnish a tolerably ample terminology for the 
satisfactory treatment of the first four of these topics; 
but, to be wielded with any effect at all, this ter- 
minology requires to be carefully and critically sought 
trautston, OUt, and estimated, in stfu, not to be taken 
pe on trust from the pages of a dictionary. More- 
ates over, where an appropriated term exists, if 
we fail to discover if, and if we invent a different term 
of our own, the established and appropriated term will 
be almost sure to prevent the new term from being 
understood ; because the hearer naturally supposes that 
you must mean something else than what is meant by 
the appropriated term, else why not have made use of 
it? For example,—Archbishop Whately explains in- 
duction to mean the “bringing in” of instances suffi- 
cient to support a general conclusion. Dr. Whewell, 
again, holds that the word properly means the “' super- 
inducing” of a general conception upon the observed 
facts. Now any attempt to translate the word accord- 
ing to either of these views, would only mystify a 
Pandit, who really has already the required idea in 
his mind, but a very different term—and, in my opinion, 
a much better one—to express it by. The term is 
vydpti-graha—literally, “the cognizance of pervaded- 
ness,”—i.e, the cognizing that some given nature or 
property, ¢.g. ‘Chuman nature,” is invariably attended 
by some given nature or property, ¢.., “mortality.” 
It may be objected that we have nothing to do with 
this, when dealing with the éabula rasa of a student's 
mind ; to which objection I give the reply—requiring 
with such sad frequency to be reiterated—that when 
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we have settled that a native agency must be employed 
in the education of the millions, and this agency one 
owing its value to the possession of a fountain-language, 
and a classic literature, we do ill to obtrude terms which’ 
tend to keep the learner from understanding the right 
views embodied in the time-honoured phraseology of 
his teacher, Why do we, in any case, obtrude our 
uglier term, when the finer one might be found, if 
dug for, like a diamond, in the proper mine? It is 
because of that ‘indolent impatience,” which has so 
long cankered all translational efforts in India, and 
made the hasty and ill-concocted results so compara- 
tively valueless. 

But, without dwelling further on the ad- og marian 
visableness of learning what the Hindiis know, ™«™ 
before we undertake to teach thom, let us advert to the 
construction of new terms, where established terms are 
avowedly not available. Formal logic, a subject ne- 
glected or overlooked by the Hindiis, demands a con- 
struction of new terms. The nomenclature of the parts 
of the syllogism, adopted in concert with Pandit Vitthal 
Sistri, may here suffice for illustration. To oxplain 
how we rendered “illative conversion,” and why; or 
“conversion by negation,” or “reduction to the first 
figure ;”” would take up too much space: and, besides, 
the information can be found, if wanted, in the pub- 
lished synopsis. As regards the syllogism, taken as 
a sample of our treatment of the science, equivalents 
were required for proposition, term, major premise, minor 
premiss, conclusion, subject, predicate, major term, minor 
term, and middle term. 
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Now, @ proposition is ‘a sentence indicative ;” and 
there is no one word in Sanskrit which distinguishes 
@ proposition from other sentences (questions or com- 
mands), by implying its indicative character. The 
matter required, therefore, to be looked at from a dif- 
ferent point of view, as thus:—a syllogism, or argu- 
ment in regular form, is called nyaya; and each of 
its three members (avayava) is called a nydydvayava. 
As each of these is necessarily a proposition, it follows 
that the term nydydvayava, though it does not etymo- 
logically signify ‘a sentence indicative,” is yet, for 
the purposes of logic, its precise equipollent; and as 
such we employ it. Next, there is no Sanskrit word 
for term. The terms of @ proposition are the subject 
(uddesya) and predicate (vidkeya); and Hindi specu- 
lators, having a separate name for each of these, did 
not take the trouble of devising an expression which, 
like our word ferm, might refer the two to one com- 
mon genus. An equipollent expression being, however, 
wanted in our exposition, instead of seeking to obtrude 
the novel and infructuous conception of the two as being 
alike the boundaries (termini) of a proposition, we ac- 
commodate ourselves to the language already in use; 
we dissolve the expression which will fit no Sanskrit 
mould, and we recast it in a shape which dispenses with 
the necessity of any accompanying explanation, as “ that 
which expresses a subject or a predicate” (uddeéya- 
vidheya-bodhaka). It may be objected that an expres- 
sion like this is cumbrous; but even cumbrous instru- 
ments are not unmanageable in powerful hands,—and 
the Pandits of Benares are no children. : 
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Just as we dealt with the word ferm, making our 
expression denote explicitly the subject and predicate 
which we found already provided with separate names, 
so have we dealt with the word premise. There is no 
Sanskrit word for premiss; but there is a word for what 
we denominate the major premiss, and another for what 
we denominate the minor premiss (udaharana and upa- 
naya). The aggregative compound of the two—udaharano- 
payanau—is equipollent to “tho premises.” For the 
other words above-mentioned, there were available terms 
already in use. 

‘We pass now to those sciences in which Methemation 
logic, the most abstract of the sciences, the science 
of the forms of thought, first becomes concrete, by 
applying itself to those object matters of the widest 
generality,—space, time, and number. For Arithmetic, 
Algebra, and Geometry, an exact and tolerably exten- 
sive terminology exists in the mathematical books of 
the Hindis. In devising additional terms—as is neces- 
sary, for example, in the case of the differential and 
integral calculus—regard should be had to the analogy 
of the existing terms, none of which ought to be rashly 
set aside and replaced by new names. New names 
will almost certainly prove {it could easily be shown 
that they Aave proved) inferior to the established ones ; 
and, further, they have a tendency to prevent the native 
mathematician from seeing, so clearly as he otherwise 
might do, that our higher Mathematics are the legiti- 
mate development of his own scienee. The only kind 
of man, therefore, to be trusted with the formation of 
new mathematical terms for the Hindi vernaculars, is 
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one who unites to the most familiar conversancy with 
Hindi mathematics, an accurate and extensive know- 
ledge of the modern European methods. Such a man 
‘we possess in the accomplished Bapi Deva Sistri, to 
whose care and superintendence I could wish that the 
preparation of the whole of our Hindi vernacular course 
of Mathematics were confided; and to whom, in the 
‘matter of mathematical terminology, I have not the 
presumption to fancy that I could offer any needful 
suggestion. 

Form astro. ‘The first subject—in the order of simplicity 
wee —to which the Mathematics are applicable, is 
motion ; and a scienco of pure motion is found in formal 
astronomy. Here again I have nothing to suggest, but 
that this department also may be safely confided to the 
superintendence of Bapii Deva, whose published Euclid, 
Arithmetic, Algebra, and Trigonometry, are models of what 
educational works ought to bo. 

Physics, Force, the cause of motion, is the next ele- 
ment, the conception of which introduces the matter of a 
new scienco,—the so-called “ Physics.” The modern 
application of this term ought, consistently, to relegate 
chemistry and physiology to the region of metaphysics or 
of ethics, But there is no use, at this moment, in 
quarrelling with English terms. Let us endeavour that 
our Indian term shall not be open to the same reproach. 
To ensure this, we must guard against being led away by 
the, etymology of the name, and we must take an un- 
piassed view of the nature of the thing. On examining 
the sciences which arc clubbed under the name of 
“ Physics,” we find that, while in common they treat of 
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force, they differ from the subsequent sciences of Che- 
mistry and Physiology, in this, that the forces considered 
in the sciences called physical, produce motion or rest, 
but no permanent and essential change of property.” The 
aggregate, therefore, constitutes the science of the causes 
and conditions of motion and rest, gaii-sthit-karana-vidya, 
or, in the vernacular Hindi, gati aur sthiti ke karanon ki 
vidya, Under this aggregative heading we find the 
mechanics of the solid, of the fluid, of the aeriform, and 
of the imponderable. It might seem at first sight as if 
our designation were inappropriate in the cases where, a8 
in acoustics and optics, we take cognizance of sounds and 
colours, which are not modes of motion or rest. Strictly, 
however, the sounds and the colours are phenomena of 
physiology, and not of the physical science, to whose pro- 
vince belong only the motions on which the physiological 
phenomena depend. There seems no use, however, in 
our attempting here to disjoin these physiological develop- 
ments of the physical sciences from the physical sciences 
to which they are related. Our general term, then, being 
oquivalent to ‘Statics and Dynamics,” the four sub-divi- 
sions readily accept the names of ghana-padartha-gati- 
sthiti-vidya, the statics and dynamics of solids; drava-pa- 
dartha-gati-sthiti-vidya, those of fluids ; véyava-padartha- 
gat-sthit-vidya, thoseof airs; and gurutwa-rahite-padértha- 
gati-sthiti-vidyd, those of the impouderables. To a mere 
English eye, these names may appear terribly , Xs my 
long; but to a Hindi, familiar with the senso z2nncotl 
of each several member in the compound, they are not 
long at all. And as they carry their own meaning with 
them, their employment puts an end to those prevalent 
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confusions of memory, under which a school-boy blurts 
out confidently, in reply to his examiner, that the radia- 
tion of heat belongs to the science of Stereostatics, or that 
the pfessure of fluids is a phenomenon of Optics. Where 
the memory loses its hold upon the sense of terms in- 
soluble as are these Greek ones to the Hindi, it possesses 
no resources in itself for regaining it. This I have re- 
peated very often. I wish I could believe that I have 
repeated it sufficiently often. 

wt His Of the terms employed in the exposition of 
nechaiov: the physical sciences, in our Synopsis of Science 
—and which can be found thore if wanted—I shall here 
cite only two, in illustration of two principles. The 

The ver, lever we name wtiolana danda, “the lifting- 
rod.” Now, it may possibly seem to some that the word 
“yod” implies a solidity which does not belong to the 
“lever” of rational mechanics ;—but the word “lever” 
originally meant a solid lifting-rod; and if the English 
mathematician, after his training in mechanics, has come 
to associate with the name the notion of an absolutely 
rigid line devoid of weight, the notion is due to that 
training, and not to any inherently suggestive power in 
the word, which it could carry with any profit into a 
Hindi treatise. Whatever rationalization of the originally 
solid “lever” can be effected by the explanations of the 
science, can be effected precisely in like manner with 
the uttolana danda of our Synopsis. The other term on 

impacts. Which I would offer a remark is “ impenetra- 
ied bility.” This term must have proved a source 
of much misery to successive generations of lecturers on 
physics; for no sooner has the lecturer announced that 


ON “TRANSLATION INTO THE LANGUAGES OF INDIA.” ait 


matter is “impenetrable,” than he must breathlessly fol- 
low up the announcement with the explanatory assurance 
that he does not at all mean what he seems to mean; for 
he is perfectly willing to admit that a deal board is pene- 
trable by a nail or by a pistol-builet. To render tho 
term “impenetrability” by abhedyata, “ incapability of 
being cleft,”—as I have seen it rendered,—is necdlessly 
to multiply the terminological inconvenience just reforrod 
to. What is it, then, that physicists actually do mean 
when they speak of matter as ‘‘imponetrable?” It is 
not that it cannot be picroed,—not that it cannot be 
divided,—not that it cannot be compressed into smaller 
space,—the degrec of smallness being limited apparently 
only by the limit of the compressing force available ;— 
but what they mean to deny is, that matter can be so 
compressed as to ocoupy zo spaco. It may bo inde- 
finitely but it is not infinitely compressible. This im- 
portant philosophical conception,—much more obscured 
than illustrated by the term “ impenetrability,”—wo 
convey, in our Synopsis, by the self-explanatory term 
parimanatyantatyagasambhava, “the incapability of en- 
tirely resigning bulk.” It may be asked,—what Hindi 
will gain the conception by the mere enunciation of this 
term? I reply,—what human being, Hindi or Europeun, 
will gain the conception by the enunciation of the word 
«impenetrability ?” Both terms—like other technical 
terms—require explanation at the outset; and the Indian 
term has the merit of being to the purpose, which the 
English term has not. It may be worth while to notice 
the fact that, when such a term as “impenctrability” has 
been once explained by a writer, the conception is taken 
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for grented throughout the remainder of his treatise, and 
the term itself scarcely ever recurs, if it recur at all. 
Such being the case, the apparent cumbrousness of the 
term by which we communicate the conception intelli- 
gibly at the outset is of very little moment. But our 
term is not really cumbrous. ‘‘Civil-disabilities-removal- 
bill,” is a term not at all cumbrous for an Englishman, 
though it would sorely tax the momory of the foreigner 
who should be required to remember it as one sound 
simply donotative of a document upon a particular shelf. 

Chemistry, The next conception, the introduction of 
which marks out tho object-matter of a new science, is 
that of ossential change of character., That the yellow 
substance sulphur, and the silvery fluid mercury, should 
combine to form the brilliant red vermilion, compels us 
to think of some other force than that which results 
merely in motion or rest. This special force is termed 
“ chemical.” Chemistry being nothing else than purified 
alchemy, we reclaim to our own use the rasdyana of the 
Hindus; designing to show, under that familiar title, 
what the true science is. Ancillary to chemistry is the 
section of natural history called mineralogy, khanija- 
padértha-vidyd, ‘the knowledge of things produced in 
mines,” which we treat as an anga, or “ appendage,” of 
the science. 

Mr. Mack, in the preface to his treatise on Chemistry, 
published in Bengali and English at Serampore, in 1834, 
tells us that he was advised to discard all European terms 
in his Bengali version, but that he could not persuade 
himself to adopt the advice. He retained therefore many 
of the European names, and adapted Sanskrit terminations 
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to them. European names I entirely discard. As an 
educational instrument,—and it is in ¢hés capacity that 
we at present seek to employ it,—the science of che- 
mistry loses more than half its value when its compound 
terms do not tell their own meaning; and it is impossible 
that they should rightly tell their own meaning to one 
who is not familiar with the language from which they 
are derived. To an Englishman, unacquainted with the 
classical languages, the study of a work on chemistry is 
very far from being such a mental exercise as it is to a 
classical scholar. The long compound names which 
exercise the reflection and excite the admiration, or pro- 
voke the criticism of tho latter, more frequently torture 
the memory and bewilder the understanding of the 
former. How entirely is the scientific beauty of the 
nomenclature thrown away upon the man who must 
look out hydro-chlorate and sesquioxide in his glossary 
in order to make sure which is which! It is all very 
well to teach long chemical names by rote to a youth 
who is to be employed as an apprentico in meting 
wielding a pestle. Him you perhaps do not “= 
seek to educate; you merely make a convenience of 
him; and if he does not practically mistake corrosive 
sublimate for coloquintida in making up a prescription, 
why all is well. The case is otherwise where the aim 
is to educate and to instruct. Where chemistry is to be 
efficiently employed for such a purpose, the learner must 
be conversant with Latin and Greek, or clse the language 
of the science must be rendered into the language of the 
learner, a3 has been in a great measure done by the 
Germans for themselves. 
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juga Acting as if under the impression of this 
ioruee ’ truth, that the educational value of terms lies 

in their connotation and not in their mere 
denotation, the Germans have indigenated for them- 
selves the language of chemistry; so that the study 
is far moro profitable, as a mental exercise, for the 
German villager who knows no language besides his 
own, than it is for the English villager who does not 
know Greck and Tatin. I wish the Hindii to enjoy 
in this respect the same advantage as the German. Of 
course the German who inclines to go decply into 
chemistry will not rest until he learns also the Greeco- 
Latin terminology of Europe in general. He can then 
talk of bi-tartrate of potassa, which does not tell its 
own tale to a plain German ear as his Doppeltweinstein- 
saures Kali does, and of sulphuretted hydrogen, which, 
to the plain German ear, would be but a baldly deno- 
tative and sense-eviscerated substitute for his own in- 
structively connotative schwefelwasserstofgas, As with 
the German, so with the Hindi. Let the study of 
foreign languages be encouraged to the utmost; but 
do not spoil the education offered to the millions, by 
using sense-evacuated foreign terms with a view to 
the imaginary convenience of the possibly exceptional 
few. Let the exceptional genius be sent up to College, 
and be set to study the sciences in English, His acqui- 
sition of the foreign terminology (just like the German’s 
acquisition of it at the University) will be very far 
indeed from being impeded by his previous acquaint- 
ance with a kindred, though as yet less fully elaborated, 
vernacular phraseology ; and, further, he will, by that 
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previous training, be the better able to teach to his 
countrymen those new matters which he might else 
have found himself destitute of indigenous terms for 
teaching at all. Ask Liebig or Berzelius whether his 
own previous knowledge of wasserstof and schwefelsaure 
stood in the way either of his learning about Aydrogen 
and sulphuric acid, or ‘of his explaining anything about 
these to a plain German (a dyer, for example) who 
knew them only by the names which, to Ars ear, carried 
a meaning in their component parts. I might, with 
tolerable security, peril the issue on a reference to 
Liebig or Borzelius or Humboldt, and acquiesce in the 
adoption (so congenial to mental indolenco) of “trans- 
literation” in the room of translation, if any one of 
these philosophers should consent to discountenance tho 
principle on which the indigenous German terminology 
of chemistry is based. At all events, I wish that the 
discountenancers of veritable translation would clear up 
their ideas by trying to convert the Germans, before deal- 
ing with the scientific education of the Hindi millions 
as if the Germans were unquestionably in the wrong. 

Having given examples from the German, let me 
illustrate the matter further from the language in hand, 
—say the Hindi. 

Suppose an Englishman unacquainted with any 
Oriental language, and a Hindi unacquainted with any 
European Janguage. Exactly as is the difficulty to such 
Englishman of recollecting and distinguishing between 
Jivintokik and gandhakik, is, conversely, the difficulty 
to the Hindii of reeollecting and distinguishing between 
nitric and sulphuric. The supposed Englishman, again, 
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though constantly liable to confound gandhakik with 
Jiwantakik, cannot, by any lapse of memory, fall into 
a doubt whether sulphuric be the one related to sulphur ; 
nor, conversely, ean the Hindii fall into a doubt whether 
gindhakik be the one related to gandhak. If, therefore, 
it would be unadvisable to make that Englishman who 
is never going to study Hindi, employ Hindi terms 
which would leave him unceasingly upon a sea of doubt, 
it is scarely advisable to make that Hindi who (typify- 
ing millions on millions of our contemplated village 
pupils) is never going to study English, employ English 
chemical terms which would leave Aim unceasingly upon 
a sea of doubt. Now to proceod. 

‘ice tae The first question, in settling a chemical 
ierape” Domenclature, regards the naming of the 

simple bodies. The common metals, as well 

as sulphur and carbon, have names in most languages 
which there is no occasion for changing. All the other 
simple bodies require to have names devised for them. 
First, there are the four simple gases. Tho namo of 
oxygen, “the gonorator of acids,” might readily be 
rendered by a corresponding Sanskrit compound; but 
this (as Mr. Mack has remarked) would only tend to 
preserve the exploded theory that there is no generator 
of acids besides oxygen. Its old name of vital air con- 
notes one of its most important characters, and there- 
fore we name it prdnaprada, or pranaprada-vayu, “the 
air that emphatically gives us breath.” Nitrogen (or 
azote) we call sivdniaka, “that which would put an, 
end to life.” Hydrogen is jelakara, ‘the water-former;” 
and chlorine Aariéa, “the greenish-coloured.” 
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Of the nine simple non-metallic bodies that are 
not gaseous, two, viz. sulphur (gandhaka) and carbon 
(angara), have Sanskrit names. Boron, as it is the basis 
of borax (¢anka), we therefore call tanka-yanaka ; Silicon 
is the generator of flint—agniprastharajanaka; Selenium 
—so named after the moon—we have likewise named 
after the moon—chéndra,—it being a matter of moon- 
shine what so rare and unimportant a substance be de- 
nominated. Phosphorus is prakasada, “the giver of 
light ;” bromine is pita, “the fetid ;” iodine is aruna, 
the name, like the Greek one, referring to the violet 
colour of its vapour; and fluorine is hdchaghna-janaka, 
“the generator of that (fluoric acid) which corrodes 
glass.” 

Of those metals which have no names in Sanskrit, 
platinum, the “heaviest” of metals, is, with allusion to 
its weightiness, named gurutama; and potassium, the 
“lightest,” laghutama. Sodium is “ the basis of culinary 
salt”’—-lavana-kara ; and calcium, “ the basis of nodular 
limestone” —éarkard-kara, Zine, the Urdii name of 
which is dast@, we have named daséa, in allusion to 
the way in which its oxide, the “ philosophical wool,” 
is “tossed about” in the air. 

Taking such, then, as the names that we conti yn? 
have to deal with in forming the names of 
compounds, we come first to binary compounds. Com-+ 
pounds must have names suggestive of the fact that 
they are acid or otherwise. The termination te belongs 
to the Sanskrit as well as to the Latin, so that sulphur 
and sulphuric acid can be satisfactorily rendered gand- 
haka and gandhakikamla, To the acids in ows, another 
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termination (ya) has been appropriated. To the non- 
acid binary compounds, without attempting at present 
to fix separate terminations for the several varieties, 
the general termination ja, meaning “ produced from,” 
has been assigned. Thus an oxide is pranaprada-ja ; 
a chloride, haritaya; and so on. The alkalis, potassa 
and soda, take feminine names, according to the analogy 
of the Latin, from those of their motallic bases; thus 
—laghutam& and lavana-kard. The oxide of calcium 
may be termed chiirna, analogously to the English 
“ lime.” 

Coming to the compounds of compounds, 
as the acid affix ze changes to ate in the name 
of the resulting salt, the Sanskrit ska is replaced by 
Gyita, Thus, as the sulphuric acid gives a sulphate, 
the gandhakikamla gives a gandhakayita. It should be 
unnecessary to remark, that the suitableness of these 
names is net to be estimated on the principle which 
led the British sailor to set down the Spaniards as a 
nation of fools, because they call a hat a sombrero. To 
the British sailor the word hat sounds much more 
natural than sombrero; and, for like reasons, sulphate 
of soda may seem to sound much more natural than 
lavana-karaya gandhakayitam. But os “hat” is not 
good Spanish, so “ sulphate of soda” is not good Sanskrit ; 
and this leads us to forestall another criticism of kindred 
calibre. Is the sombrero-like expression, lavaya-karaya 
gandhakayitam, good Sanskrit? The question is not to 
be,resolved by submitting the term te a Sanskrit gram- 
marian ignorant of physical science, to whom, without 
an attentive, serious, ingenuous, and uncavilling study 
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of the tract in which it appears, the term has a right 
to be as obscure as the term binoxalate of potassa to 
the grandfathers of Lindley Murray. 

Having shown, by the publication of our | ovens. 
Chemical section in the Sanskrit Synopsis of usin 
Science, that the nomenclature of chemistry ““"“* 
can be reproduced in an Indian language; and, find- 
ing that my Pandits now take a lively interest in the 
science, which formerly they regarded with indifference, 
looking as they did upon our dksyen and haidrajen as 
things of no more concern to Indian life than toma- 
hawks and wampum are to ours; I think it worth 
while to dissect the following remarks (those of a gen- 
tleman highly and deservedly esteemed’), which appear 
in a recent fasciculus of Selections from the Records of 
Government, N. W. P. The remarks are those. “J 
cannot imagine any one proposing to translate puns once 
all the nomenclature and terminology of the “™“"** 
arts and sciences: even were it easy of performance, 
it would in many cases be useless; in chemistry, for 
instance, it would establish the misnomer oxygen (I may 
add hydrogen) and the indefinite names, chlorine, bro- 
mine, ammonia, ete. Were hydriodate of potash trans- 
lated into Arabic or Sanskrit, a Maulavee or Pundit 
would perceive that the name was composed of words 
meaning water, purple, a saucepan, and ashes; but 
he would never be able to select that substance from 
several placed before him, for it is a dry, white, cubical, 
erystallized solid.” 

‘Now it has been already seen that I expressly reject 

} Mr, Vinoent Tregoar, massacred in the mutinies of 1857. 
YW 


220 NOTE F, 


<ctgtietsr the sense suggested by the term “oxygen,” 
tne, “net and ground my denomination of the element 
cad on that characteristic feature, its being the 
“vital air,” which no revolution in chemical 
theory is likely to deprive it of. So much for the 
reverence shown in the Benares College for the sup- 
posed obligation to perpetuate misnomers in transla- 
tion. 
Now look at the rest of the passage. The 
(titer sob writer says we should also have to perpetuate 
Sane “indefinite names,” such as chlorine. And, 
aa pray, do we escape the indefiniteness by adopt- 
ing the indefinite name itself, and writing it Aldrin 
gess? If the indefiniteness is productive of no evil 
in Enrope, where the name reminds us at least of the 
characteristic ‘“ greenness” of the gas, why should a 
like indefiniteness in the Indian term be dreaded here ? 
To reject a self-explanatory name (our harita vayu,— 
green air), which is precisely as definite or as indefinite 
as the European one, in favour of a name which here 
suggests nothing at all, seems to me most strange. The 
besetting delusion in the passage under review is what 
may be found admirably described in Whately’s Logie, 
under the denomination of the “ Fallacy of Objections.” 
Suppose two ferry boats. Our friend objects to one of 
them that it is cumbrous; and haying thus condemned 
it on the strength of the objection, he steps unhesitat- 
ingly (as the necessary alternative) into the other, 
which, rotten and leaky, will sink under him before 
he has got a third of the way across, 
At a risk of being tedious, since the case of the 
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oxygen suffices to dispose of the principle in further anc 
question, I cannot refrain from remarking on Tope 
the treatment of Aydriodate of potash in the al 
passage under review. The writer alleges that the 
term hydriodate of potash, if translated into Arabic or 
Sanskrit, would be seen by a Maulavi or a Pandit, “to 
be composed of words meaning water, purple, a sauce- 
pan, and ashes; but he would never be able to select 
that substance from among several placed before him, 
for it is a dry, white, cubical, crystallized solid.” The 
reasoning here is unsatisfactory. The sense of the San- 
skrit translation would never enable the Pandit to recog- 
nise “a dry, white, cubical, crystallized solid;” but 
does tho writer conceive that in the term hydriodate 
of potash, formed of Greek and English, the senso of 
the same linguistic clements is of itself qualified to 
suggest “a dry, white, cubical, crystallized solid?” Ho 
will reply, that the name will suggest the thing, whon 
the thing has been shown and the applicability of the 
name has been explained: but precisely so will it be 
in the case of the properly constructed Sanskrit term ; 
so where is the relevancy of the objection? To have 
the shadow of a leg to stand upon, it must borrow the 
principle of the British sailor already cited, who held 
that the word “hat” was naturally significant, and that 
the Spaniards were fools for calling ita sombrero, “Why 
can’t they call it a Aat, when they must know it # 
one?” And, analogously, “why can’t they call it 
hydriodate of potash, when they must know it ¢s hydri- 
odate of potash ?” 

Let me show how little, in the Benares College, 
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trnete re we find ourselves encumbered with the fan- 
gui, “ Ciedly inevitable “saucepan” and “ ashes,” 

when reproducing the term hydriodate of pot- 
ash in a form suited to furnish matter for the judgment 
and not morely for the memory ; in a form, that is to 
say, educationally valuable and not educationally value- 
less. Well, then, knowing that the more strict desig- 
nation is todide of potassium (just as chloride of sodium 
is scientifically preforable to muriato of soda), we look, 
in our list of elements, for potassium, and we find it 
designated not with reference to the “ashes” of the 
“saucepan,” but with reference to its being the “ light. 
est” metal (Jaghutama). Todine, again (aruna), is named 
after the colour of its vapour, just as in the European 
nomenclature. Our term, therefore, is laghutamasyaru- 
najam, or, vernacularised, laghutam ka arunaj,—‘ the 
iodine-product of potassium.” Now, to one who has 
been instructed regarding the elements, and the prin- 
ciples of nomenclature in designating compounds, this 
is self-explanatory. If any doubt or dispute arise re- 
garding its sense, a reference to the account of the 
elements determines the question ; and, again, the ety- 
mological sense of the names assigned to the elements 
can, in case of doubt, be ascertained by consulting a 
Pandit. There is no occasion for a reference to an 
educated Englishman. By such and similar means, and 
by such only, shall we ever succeed in naturalizing our 
knowledge among the Hindiis. The lazy barbarous plan 
of talking (to those who are not intended to learn Eng- 
lish) about Alarin gess, and haidraiyadet df patdsa, is, 
frankly, a wretched accommodation to the mental in- 
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dolence of English teachers and of incompetent trans- 
lators, 

Many of the names which I have proposed must 
necessarily, as I have already said, appear very long 
ones to the mere English reader, to whom the elements 
of the names convey no sense; just as “tithes-commu- 
tation-amendment-bill” must appear a very long name 
to @ person ignorant of English. But if it would be 
cruelly unprofitable to attempt to impose on the mere 
English reader the employment of a terminology, to 
him key-less and non-significant, so cumbrous as our 
Sanskrit terminology would necessarily prove to him, 
is it less cruelly unprofitable to attempt to impose on 
the teachers and pupils of the purely native schools, 
the employment of a terminology to them key-less and 
non-significant, and just as cumbrous? It is not for 
English teachers that the vernacular terminology is re- 
quired, but for the hundreds of native teachers whom 
I hopo to see trained; and for the trainers of those 
teachers, in the normal classes which I hope to see 
ere long rapidly filling up. 

We have seen it urged that the Arabic Grex vous 
has not disdained to borrow from the Greek. @mig" ¢ 


language. What, for example, is gained by styling an 
introduction to logie isd ghajt; because, forsooth, the 
Greek term is eisagogé? Nothing but mystification and 
pedantry is advanced by the sanctioning of cabalistical 
gibberish like this, Had the Arabs kept up a knowledge 
of the Greek language, as has been done in Europe, then 
the case would have stood very differently. 
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we FOR To make this point sufficiently clear, I shall 
Saathiie. ayail myself of some observations on language 
by the Rev. Chenevix Trench. Quoting “a 
great writer not very long departed from us,” Mr. Trench 
(at p. 4 of his delightful little volume, On the Study of 
Words, says— There are few modes of instruction more 
useful or more amusing than that of accustoming young 
people to seek for the etymology or primary meaning of 
the words they use. There are cases in which more 
knowledge of more value may be conveyed by the 
history of a word than by the history of a campaign,” 
Let us test this principle by the case of a Greek word 
borrowed by the English and by the Arabic: let us take 
the word philosophos. The English teacher, learned in 
Greek, or having access to the learning of those who are, 
can explain to his pupil how the “philosopher” was he 
who modestly disclaimed the proud title of sophos, or 
“wise,” and professed himself merely a “ lover of wis- 
dom.” How much of this teaching can the modern 
Maulavi extract from the exanimate sound fatlsif? 
Ignorant of Greek, and without access to those who 
know it, the Arabs can boast of a very poor linguistic 
acquisition indeed, when they point to the defunct faidsi 
of their lexicon. 
ame zoe Further, Mr. Trench (at p. 182 of his English, 
aati, Last and Present), says—‘‘ One of the most 
tu” frequent causes of alteration in the spelling of 
a word is a wrongly assumed derivation. It is then 
sought to bring the word into harmony with, and to 
make it by its spelling suggest, this derivation, which 
has been crroncously thrust upon it.” He continues (at 
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p. 188), “It is foreign words, or words adopted from 
foreign languages, as might beforehand be expected, 
which are especially subjected to such transformations as 
these, The soul which the word once had in its own 
language having departed from it, for as many as do not 
know that language, or not being now any more to be 
recognised by those who employ the word, these are not 
satisfied till they have put another soul into if, and thus 
it becomes alive to them again. Thus—to take first one 
or two familiar instances, but which serve as well as any 
other to illustrate my position—the Bellerophon becomes 
for our sailors the ‘ Billy Ruffian,’ for what can they know 
of the Greek mythology, or of the slayer of chimaera ?” 
Now, may we not discern something of thia process in 
the isé ghoji above referred to? The word, when the 
Arabs left off studying Greek, became exanimate; and 
may we not trace a “ Billy- »like attempt to 
reanimate it by splitting the cisagogé in two, and 
spelling the first half like a proper name? The word 
isd means “Jesus.” ‘Jesus ghoji” might perhaps (to 
the Arab analogues of the sailors of the “Billy Ruf- 
fian”) adumbrate some supposed author or patron of 
the work. 

Tf such, and such-like, are the gains which _ te, gu: 
Arabic has made by borrowing from the Groek, 33,4," 
does the example hold out encouragement to oer 
the lazy plan of deluging the Indian verna- sequel, 
culars with our Greek scientific terminology ; ~ 
or does it not rather hold out a caution and a warning? 
Wo may smile at tho successful resurrection of ‘ Belle- 
xophon” in the shape of “ Billy Ruffian,” and shrug our 
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shoulders at the barely half re-animation of the Greek 
etsagogé as isa ghoji, where the ghaji means nothing and 
80 remains dead ; but what ingenuity of Hindi thought 
is to re-animate, and in what vampire-shape, the hai- 
draiyadet af patass, after it shall have been reposited as a 
mummy in the catacombs of the sham-vernacular ? 
aittagct That a Gracco-Latin terminology of acience 
tan analogy. ig cosmopolitan throughout Europe, is the na- 
tural and appropriate consequence of the fact that every 
nation in Europe has retained tts hold upon the Greek 
and upon the Latin. This is the one sole cardinal ele- 
ment in the analogy,—the hinge on which it hinges if it 
is to hinge at all. This, the one solely and cardinally 
important element in the analogy, is non-existent in the 
case of the Indian vernaculars, just as I have shown it to 
be absent in the case of the Arabic. To the logical 
reader what need I say more? To others, what is the 
use of anything that could be said ? 

Bogut, The difference between a scientific termi- 
not float: nology backed up by the means of access to its 
radicles, and the same dissevered from such means of 
access, suggests the illustration of the eleotro-magnet in 
ita two widely different conditions. A mass of soft iron 
acts as @ magnet—a most potent magnet—so long, but 
only so long, as it remains in connection with the galvanic 
battery. Break the connection, and your magnet sub- 
sides into an inert mass of soft iron. The off-hand plan 
of transplanting into, the vernacular a terminology dis- 
severed from its roots is but an imitation of the child 
who with impatient eagerness extemporises a garden by 
sticking in the ground flowers plucked from his father’s 
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bushes. Such floriculture may look imposing at the 
moment, but only to children. 

Some advocate of the easily constructed and , stuiese- 
useless sham-vernacular—where ‘“ translitera- va 
tion” claims the honours of “ translation”—will pro- 
bably exclaim, in indignation at my uncompromising 
exposure of its rootlessness—‘ Well then—you, who pre- 
tend that everything both can, and ought to, be honestly 
translated, as you call it,—tell me—right off—on the 
moment—and without a moment’s pause or reflection— 
how will you translate this, and this, and this, and that, 
and ten hundred thousand other things?” I reply, that 
my recorded and standing protest against the indolent 
impatience which I so much deprecate, suggests, of itself, 
the reason for my answering no one of these questions 
until I shall have given it such patient, careful, and 
studious consideration as may perhaps enable me to 
answer it worthily. 

We have seen that the writer on whom , tmesinstion 
I have been animadverting says, “I cannot Smid ena. 
imagine any one proposing to translate all the ro 
nomenclature and terminology of the arts and sciences.” 
But why, in this way, trust everything to imagination ? 
If the man who proposes to undertake the task brings 
forward a fair sample of that task already executed, then 
a candid examination of the work done might peradven- 
ture help the lagging ‘‘imagination.” If, on the other 
hand, it can be shown that the work is not worthily 
executed—that may furnish reason for frowning on the 
undertaking—but not so the objoctor’s lack of imagina- 
tion. This is just another and a very noticeable phasis 
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of that “indolent impatience” of which I complain, and 
which Lord Bacon has limned with such keen master- 
strokes at the opening of the 88th aphorism of the 
Novum Organum. “ At longe majora e pusillanimitate, 
et pensorum, quae humana industria sibi proposuit, par- 
vitate et tenuitate, detrimenta in scientias invecta sunt. 
Et tamen (quod pessimum est) pusillanimitas ista non 
sine arrogantia et fastidio se offert.” Which we may 
English thus :—“ But far greater detriments have heen 
brought upon the sciences through pusillanimity, and the 
littleness and slenderness of the tasks which human in- 
dustry has proposed to itself. And yet (what is the 
worst of it) this same [#sta] pusillanimity presents itself 
not without arrogance and disdain.” 
nines Our objector urges as an objection to under-" 
Stine ar taking the task of translating the language of 
oni. European science into the Indian dialects, that 
it is not an “easy” one. But it is not in the hope of 
finding it an easy task that any man, competent to judge 
of the case at all, is likely to devote himself to the 
solution of such a problem, or to meddle with the soln- 
tion at all. From this long controversial digression, let 
us revert to the handmaid of chemistry, viz., mineralogy. 
Mineralogy. For the exposition of mineralogy, we find a 
good number of terms ready to our hand ; but there are 
many more which we must ourselves devise. Where 
two different minerals, e.g. tale and mica, are confounded 
under one name, abhraka, we distinguish them by specify- 
ing their most characteristic or most obvious difference. 
Seoing that mica is clastic, and tale not, wo designate 
them as sthitisthapaka-visish{a and sthitisth"paka-rahita, 


ON “TRANSLATION INTO THE LANGUAGES OF INDIA” 299 


severally. Where the European name alludes to the 
structure—as in the case of granite—we preserve the 
allusion, as in our term kanochchaya-prastara, “the rook 
which is an agglomeration of grains.” Of course the 
explanatory “prastara” can be dropped when the pupil 
is familiar with the term, just as the word “rock” in 
“ trap-rock,” is habitually dropped in English. Namos 
that convey no sense—names simply denotative—as 
“ basalt,” we render by some obvious character of the 
thing denoted. “ Basalt,” we render krishna-prastara, 
“black-rock.” It may be objected that many rocks 
(Obsidian in particular), are black, no less than basalt is. 
I reply, that European mineralogists and geologists name 
a certain rock ‘ Greenstone,” (hartta-prastara), without 
regard to the fact that many other stones are green. 
Greenstone is the most important of the rocks that are 
green, and basalt of those that are black. Why should 
we here be required to attain a precision of nomenclature 
which has not been attained in Europe, and which, on 
principles of philosophical necessity, is not attainable at 
all? In conclusion, as regards naming the minerals, 
where there is no native name, and nothing suggestive 
in the European namo, and no very marked characteristio 
property, as is the case with “gypsum,” we may de- 
signate the mineral by reference to its chemical com- 
position. Thus “gypsum” is chirna-gandhakayitatmaka~ 
prastara, “the rock which consists of sulphate of 
lime.” 

The additional conception of Xe gives occa- 2 Tose 
sion for the next in the order of tho sciences, tals. 
viz., vegetable physiology, with its ancillary section of 
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hatural history, named botany. Here we find some terms 
ready toour hand. For example, oryptogamic plants are 
classed ander the head of vanaspati, while the phanero- 
gamio aye termed vanaspaix. The Hindiis, however, have 
fallen io the error of ranging the jig among the crypto- 
gemio.! The “stamens” and “pistils,” not discriminated 
from. egch other apparently by Hindi physiologists, we 
into paurusha-kesara, “the male filaments,” 

and sthaiga-kesara, “ the female filaments.” 
agiolpr The next of the sciences is marked off by 
sabes, the introduction of the additional conception of 
sensation. Here we have animal physiology, with its 
ancillary section of natural history, termed zoology. For 
‘tie ‘more obvious parts of the body we of course find 
names ready to our hand. For the more minute parts, 
names will have to be adapted. Where the Hindiis, for 
example, have not discriminated the nerves from the 
veins, we must designate the former by some such term 
asmastishka-taniu, “thread of cerebral matter.” “Chymo” 
and “chyle” are not discriminated by the Hindiis. They 
can be easily distinguished in our terminology by prefix- 
ing to the established name for both, viz., dhdtupa, the 
specification of its being the “prior,” or “the latter,” 

fired or uttara, 

+ siacia In dividing the animal kingdom into its 
fete. four provinces, we call the “vertebrata” 
ishthadansasnisishta, those ‘distinguished by a back- 
bone ;” the “mollusca,” skomala-sarira-visishia, “ dis- 
‘tinguished by a soft body;” the “articulate,” kanda- 
‘etgishta, “distinguished by their sections;” and the 
radiata,” sumdndvayavdvritia-ndbhi-vitishta, “distin. 
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guished by a centre with similar members disposed 
around if.” 

All the sciences which we have thus hastily story. 
run through, are put in requisition by geology. As for 
the terms to be employed in the exposition of geology, 
the mineralogical ones have been already discussed. Of 
things organic, belonging specially to geology, I shall 
cite only two examples, each to illustrate a principle. 
Tho “ mammoth,” whose name is to us simply denota- 
tive, or non-significant, I speak of as the prachinakélika 
hastin, “ the elephant of the old world.” The “ Ichthyo- 
saurus,” on the other hand, whose name is connotative, 
T render in accordance with the connotation, and deno- 
minate the matsya-makara, the “ fish-lizard.” 

Furnished with the knowledge supplied by  prysiea 
the sciences which we have reviewed, the “™” mene: 
inquirer will next ask, what, in consequence of all these 
entities and agencies, is the actual aspect of the globe on 
which we dwell? He desires instruction in physical 
geography. When we have once thoroughly secured 
right terms in all the sciences which we have been con- 
sidering, the question of terminology for the exposition 
of physical geography presents few difficulties, While 
we endeavour to give an accurate general conception of 
the contour of the land and water of the globe, we must 
take care to proportion the minuteness of detail to the 
historical importance of the several regions. We must 
not waste upon Tierra del Fuego or Nootka Sound the 
fulness of detail which may be due to the plateau of 
Central Asia, or the valleys of the Euphrates and the 
Nile. Physical geography is the legitimate introduction 
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to civil history, and our teaching of it ought to be re- 
galated by the consideration of what we intend to teach 
of civil history. 

wu mitery. Since, in the department of Civil History, 
I have nothing which I wish at this moment to sug~ 
gest in the matter of terminology, I shall here content 
myself with remarking that our first exposition ought 
to be rigidly bare of ornament and flourish. The his- 
torical series, let me add, must be so constructed that 
no allusion shall anywhere occur which the perusal of 
what went before does not qualify the attentive reader 
to understand. This obvious precaution has hitherto 
been much neglected. 

Poti to. -Ffom history we advance to one of the 
oe considerations which the perusal of history 
should naturally suggest to the thoughtful reader. Cer- 
tain courses of conduct appear to have enriched a nation, 
other courses to have kept a nation poor, or to have 
reduced it to poverty. What are those courses sever- 
ally? Adam Smith’s reply to the question was given 
under a title which I should have no objection to adopt, 
giving the science the name of desa-dhana-vriddhihrisa- 
hérana vidya,—t.¢., “The Science of the Causes of the 
Ynorease and the Decrease of the Wealth of Nations.” 
‘Whether a name moulded on this view of the question 
be adopted, or a name moulded on Whately’s stricter 
view of the science as “The Theory of Exchanges”— 
édana-pratidane-vidya — let us at ell events sink the 
hideous paktikal tkanemi, with which the hybrid trea- 
tises have hitherto puzzled India. 

Following the thread of connection among  =ttia. 
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the sciences, we find that a fresh consideration inevit- 
ably meets us. The wealth of a nation, as of an in- 
dividual, may be increased by practices against which 
political economy offers no remonstranoe, but yet against 
which there is something in the human soul that revolts. 
For example, the wonderful and beneficial results of 
the division of labour are among the most attractive 
of the subjects offered to our contemplation at our en- 
tranco upon the study of political economy; but when 
we find this division and subdivision carried out to 
such an extent, that a human being becomes a mere 
machine for the sole and life-long performance of some 
such labour as the pointing of a pin, a mournful feel- 
ing comes over us, and we cannot help asking, “‘ ought 
this to be exactly as it is?” The word “ought” em- 
bodies a new conception,—the essential conception on 
which is based the science of ethics. But how 4. near. 
are we to translate the word? I confess that Sou Suis 
I find here very much more difficulty than in “"“ 

the physical sciences. The superficial observer may 
flatter himself that there is no difficulty in the case; but 
that is because ho has not looked far enough beneath the 
surface to discern the difficulty. ‘ Conscience,” “duty,” 
“moral obligation,’—where are the words to convey 
(except in most delusive semblance) what we really 
understand by those terms? The difficulty, however, 
is not purely philological. Let us hear Mr. Trench 
again (On the Study of Words, p. 8). “Nothing, I 
think, would more strongly bring before us what a 
new power Christianity was in the world, than to com- 
pare the meaning which so many words possessed before 
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its rise, and the deeper meaning which they obtained, 
80 soon as they were assumed by it as the vehicles 
of its life, the new thought and feeling enlarging, puri- 
fying, and ennobling the very words which they em- 
ployed.” Apparently we must abide in hope that such 
influence will eventually raise dharmika, for example, 
to a real as well as an etymological equivalence with 
“ moral ;” for which, at present, it is but a sorry sub- 
stitute. At all events, I presume it is not likely that 
here the system of make-believe translation will ven- 
ture on a suicidal “reductio ad absurdum” by attempt- 
ing to press Aanshinss and the méral sinss into the ser- 
vice of the sham-vernacular. 

Neto tie- ‘Still another consideration arises out of the 
oe moral one last adverted to. Why do we 
feel this obligation in regard to right and wrong? Be 
the answer what it may, all experience shows that the 
human mind turns instinctively towards a Ruler, to 
whom we feel ourselves under the obligation that we 
do always what is right, and abstain from what is 
wrong. Again the consideration of the external world 
points to the fact of there being One Almighty Governor, 
But the question is not to be taken for granted. The 
decision, to a thoughtful mind, would be much more 
satisfactory if supported by evidence. The evidence 
lies abundantly around us,—the evidence of the being 
of a God,—the evidence which, in recent times, has 
appropriated the name of Natural Theology. 

Revelation. Natural Theology closes the series of our 
secular teaching, leading onward to those more solemn 
subjects, for which the secular curriculum may be re- 
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garded, in its highest aspect, as being preparatory. The 
conclusion reached by Natural Theology compels the 
thinking mind to ask the question, “Has the God of 
nature anywhere, except in nature, revealed himself to 
man?” The answer to this question we offer to the 
Hindi in our Scriptures. But his compatriots, he re- 
plies, have soriptures of their own. True, we rejoin; 
but scriptures resting their claims only on the futilo 
ground of self-assertion. Of our own, we tender him 
the evidences, historical and internal. But the mis- 
sionary will exclaim—‘ It is the peculiarity of the 
Gospel that it is preached to the poor ;—and must 
overy poor villager go through all this course of train- 
ing before he can reasonably become a Christian?” I 
reply, that such is not at all my meaning. The question 
on the lip of the uneducated masses is always, “Have 
any of the chief priests or rulers believed on him ?” 
‘When those who are educated shall come to be won 
over, the uneducated masses will follow. The baptism 
of a Cloyis entails that of armies and of crowds. “ But 
are we not to follow the example of our Lord?” Let 
us see what is the example here meant. It is that con- 
veyed, we presume, in the reply to the interrogatory of 
the Baptist—“The blind receive their sight, and tho 
lame walk, the lepers are cleansed, and the deaf hear, 
the dead are raised up, and the poor have the Gospel 
preached to them.” If this were designed as our example, 
why confine ourselves to the last in the list of marvellous 
works? Is it because, out of the signs of the Divine 
mission here co-ordinately enumerated,—out of the six 
instances of work accomplished in suspension of the 
18 
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ordinary laws of nature,—the last only, when we have 
no power to suspend the laws of nature, can be imitated 
without risk of obvious and glaring failure? When our 
missionaries can raise the dead, or give sight to the 
blind, then they may hopefully attempt the conversion 
of a nation ‘by the non-natural process of leavening the 
lowest first. This much-misunderstood matter has been 
handled in the clearest end fullest manner by the Rev. 
John Penrose, in his Bampton Lecture of the year 1803, 
a book quoted from in our Introduction, and which every 
missionary would do well to read and ponder. Far be it 
from me to wish that.the poor should receive one atom 
less of attention than they receive at present; but it is. 
not from this quarter—es the enormous aggregate of 
avowed missionary failure might suggest——that any 
infectious extension of the faith will emanate, in an age 
when miracles have ceased and ought not to be counted 
on. : 


THE END. 
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